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If you have any questions concerning this Notice, please do not hesitate to contact
me at (602) 542-6022.

This Notice is being issued to inform all parties of record that the Commission's
Third Party OSS Test Administrator, CAP Gemini Ernst & Young ("CGE&Y"), has issued its
Final Report on its evaluation and test of Qwest's OSS. That report is available for download at
the Commission's web-site.

Other reports available for download and review include CGE&Y's evaluation of
Qwest's Change Management Process, HP's Final Report on Qwest's Stand-Alone Test
Environment, and CGE&Y's Final Data Reconciliation Report, Questions from any parties
regarding the reports may be submitted to CGE&Y and HP on the attached form. A workshop
will be held on the CGE&Y and HP reports on April 17-19, 2002. The workshop will be held at
Qwest's offices located at 5090 North 40th Street, Phoenix, Arizona 85007, in the first floor
conference room For parties unable to attend the workshop in person, Staff has arranged for a
conference bridge, which parties may access by dialing: 1-888-422-7105, participant code:
884123.

DATE:

FROM:

SUBJECT:
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00001 05733

April 10, 2002

CGE&Y's and HP's Final Reports

Maureen A. Scott
Attorney, Legal Division

ALL PARTIES OF RECORD
In Docket No. T-00000A-97-0-38

ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION

SECOND NOTICE
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were tiled this 10th day of March, 2001, with:

2
Eric S. Heath
Sprint Communications Co.
100 Spear Street, Suite 930
San Francisco, CA 94105

3

4

Docket Control
Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 West Washington Street
Phoenix, AZ 85007

5
Copies of the foregoing were mailed and/or

6 hand-delivered this 10' day of March, 2001 ,
to:

7

Thomas H. Campbell
Lewis & Rock
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QWEST Communications, Inc.
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Michael W. Patten
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13

Maureen Arnold
QWEST Communications, Inc.
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Phoenix, Arizona 85012

14
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Director-Regulatory Relations
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are produced by Cap Gemini East & Young- Professions and Service Lines

1

DELIVER components
Global Delivery.

©  Copyright 2001 by Cap Gemini Ernst & Young - 76, Avenue Kléber - 75784 Paris Codex 16 - France

No part of this publication may be reproduced in any form, in an electronic retrieval system or otherwise,
without the prior written permission of the publisher. Material contained herein is reserved for members of
Cap Gemini East & Young and therefore is not to be quoted, cited or shown external to the Cap Gemini
Ernst & Young companies without their written permission.

For further information call Professions and Service Lines - Global Delivery:

+33 (0)l 47 54 54 78
+33 (0)l 47 54 52 77
pslgd@capgemini.fr

Phone :
Fax :
e-mail:

Reference: TE-0002 Date: March 25, 2002

This report may be used only as authorized by the commission. This report is subject to further revision by CGE8.Y and shall not be deemed final
until CGE&Y issues its final report in this proceeding and that #pal report is released by the commission.
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INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE

As part of the Qwest Arizona §27l (DSS Test, the Arizona Corporation Commission (ACC)
requested that CGE&Y conduct an evaluation of the redesign of Qwest's Change Management
Process (CMP). CGE&Y had evaluated the predecessor to the CMP, called the "Co-Provider
Industry Change Management Process" (CICMP), and reported on it in its Arizona §27l OSS
Test Final Report Qwest and the Competitive Local Exchange Carrier (CLEC) community
began a collaborative redesign of the process while CGE&Y's Final Report was being drafted,
and therefore the redesign process was only covered at a high level in that document.

This report presents CGE&Y's analysis of Qwest's efforts to redesign its change management
process. The purpose of this document is to present the current state of the process,. as
redesigned, and the current state of the redesign process itself and present a background against
which to judge the current process consisting of the following elements:

Industry "Best Practices" in the area of Change Management as a discipline
The Arizona §27l OSS Master Test Plan (MTP) and Test Standards Document (TSD)
The Federal Communication Commission's (FCC) requirements for an adequate Change
Management Process

Finally, this report presents a list of priority CLEC issues related to the CMP redesign process
and CGE&Y's analysis of where these issues fall with respect to the FCC requirements and
various State Orders where §271 approval has already been granted to the incumbent LEC.

Reference: TE-0002 Date: March 25, 2002

This report may be used only as authorized by the commission. This report is subject to further revision by CGE&Y and shall
not be deemed final until CGE&Y issues its final report in this proceeding and that final report is released by the commission.
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UVERALL OBJECTIVES OF CHANGE
MANAGEMENT

•

•

•

The objectives of change management include, amongst others, the following specifics:

To provide a means of servicing requests for change to any aspects of the project and
faults reported on it,

To formally record and document each change,

To evaluate the potential (and actual) influence of each change,

To ensure that the appropriate processes and authority are/is in place to implement
changes Y

To keep all involved parties aware of the status of changes.•

Reference: TE-0002 Date: March 25, 2002

2

This report may be used only as authorized by the commission. This report is subject to further revision by CGE&Y and shall
not be deemed final until CGE8.Y issues its Final report in this proceeding and that final report is released by the commission.
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CHANGE MANAGEMENT: A COMPARATIVE
ANALYSIS OF QWEST

Change Management, in theory, should be an agreed upon process between the customer and
supplier. Changes must be recorded, evaluated, budgeted, authorized and then monitored. A
successful Change Management Process clearly defines roles and responsibilities, agreed upon
time limits for authorization, and specific reporting requirements.

The diagram below depicts the key components of a Change Management process as defined
within DELWER, Cap Gemini Ernst and Young's (CGE&Y) web-based quality and delivery
support system. DELIVER provides a consistent and transnational approach to the most current
methods that CGE&Y has to offer. These principles are compatible with the ISO 9000 series of
industry standards in the area of quality management. Further, they are consistent with the
Software Engineering Institute'sl Capability Maturity Model (CMM) for Software Qualityz,
considered an industry standard in the field of software engineering.

Features of DELWER are:

Access to various global and local Best Practices, which include: Samples, Examples,
Templates, References, Techniques, Hints and Checklists

Global application of integrated Knowledge, Learning and Methods

Multiple ways of accessing information including Phases, Streams, and Events

Work Breakdown Structure and Deliverable views

Detailed Roles and Responsibilities information

Downloadable method content for offline browsing

Subject Matter Specialist Contacts for each method

Expanded access and references to Learning assets

Dynamic search capability using taxonomic labeling of Best Practices

Direct links from defined component of your method to appropriate Knowledge and
Learning assets, as identified by SMS

Submission of Knowledge Objects as Local Best Practices

The following flow-chart depicts the high-ievel processes of the DELIVER methodology:

Q SEI: a Carnegie-Mellon University institution established with funding from the US Department of Defense.
' The CMM was developed by the SEI for the US Department of Defense (DOD) to provide the DOD a tool with which ro evaluated current
and potential software vendors as to the quality and repeatability of their development processes.

Reference: TE-0002 Date: March 25, 2002

This report may be used only as authorized by the commission. This report is subject to further revision by CGE&Y and shall
not be deemed final until CGE&Y issues its final report in this proceeding and that final report is released by the commission.
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Reference: TE-0002 Date: March 25, 2002

This report may be used only as authorized by the commission. This report is subject to further revision by CGE8.Y and shall
not be deemed final until CGE&Y issues its final report in this proceeding and that final report is released by the commission.
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Taking that same CGEY "should~be" snapshot, Maj or elements of the Qwest Change
Management Process have been identified beneath each component of the CGE&Y DELWER
Change Management Model - See Below.

r*

Change Request Types
1. DOCUMENT
THE CHANGE

RECORD CHANGE
AND LOG

I Regulatory Change
»  Industry Gusdehne Change
» Qwest Ongunatecl Change
I CLEC Originated Change

CLEo-Qwest GSS Change imtiauon
CLEC ProGucup'ocess Change
Request Inrliatxan

lntroouctxon of a New interface
Change to Existing Interface
Reuranent of Existing Interfaces
Pro6ucUP1Gcess

A
STANDARDS
LIFE CYCLES

4. OBTAIN APPROVAL 2. ASSESS THE RISKS

3, PLAN AND
RESOURCE

Priorihzatian Revlaw
Prioritization Process
voting

PLAN AND
IMPLEMENT

Escalation Process
Applcauon-to-Application interface Teslrng
Production Support
Tracing

5. MONITOR THE
IMPLEMENTATION

Change Management Point d Contact (POC)
Change Management POC List Creation
Formal Melhod of Commurncalon
GoverningBody

s. RECORD AND
INFORM CUSTOMER

Dispute Resolubon Process
Proce'ss Update Documanlation

7. REVIEW THE
CHANGE STATUS

>

I |

CHANGE HISTORY

Meeting Materials for Change Management Meettng
Meeting Minutes far Change Management Meeting
Qwest Whatesate CMP Web Site

I|

| | _

8. ANALYSE
CHANGE HISTORY

I MANAGEMENT
REPORTS

Change Management Components

Cap Gemini Ernst and Young DELIVER Quality and Delivery Support System

With

Compatible Elements from the Qwest Change Management Process

Reference: TE-0002 Date: March 25, 2002

This report may be used only as authorized by the commission. This report is subject to further revision by CGE8.Y and shall
not be deemed final until CGE&Y issues its final report in this proceeding and that Final report iS released by the commission,
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4 BACKGROUND

CGE&Y was tasked with evaluating Qwest's Change Management Process (CMP), formerly
referred to as the Co-Provider Industry Change Management Process (CICMP), as part of the
overall Arizona §27 l Operations Support Systems (OSS) Test. The guiding documents
requiring this evaluation were the Master Test Plan (MTP), Section 7.2.5, and the Test
Standards Document (TSD), Section 6.6. Within Qwest's Arizona §27l OSS Test, the
evaluation of Change Management fell under a sub-evaluation called the Relationship
Management Evaluation. This evaluation examined Qwest's management of its overall
business relationships with Competitive Local Exchange Canters (CLEC) and included most
processes and documentation created for that purpose.

CGE&Y followed both the MTP and TSD in conducting its evaluation of Qwest's Change
Management Process, and reached conclusions that were published in its Relationship
Management Interim Final Report.

Important facets of both the MTP and TSD in regard to Change Management are:

•

•

These documents only refer to Qwest's CMP in temps of changes to OSSfunctiona!ity and
the notification of those changes

The MTP and TSD, for the most part, only require CGE&Y to make findings with respect
to whether Qwest publishes its CMP processes, procedures, terminology, roles and
responsibilities, and systems release schedules, and whether Qwest follows those processes.
For instance, both the MTP, Section 7.2.5, and the TSD, Section 6.6. 1, state:

"Qwest will be monitored and evaluated on its adherence to its published Methods and
Procedures for change management."

Sections 7.2.5 of the MTP and 6.6.2.3 of the TSD contain the following language:

"The TA will monitor the execution of the Change Management procedures based upon
the observation criteria. The purpose of this process is ro ensure that Qwest is adhering
to the methods and procedures Ir has established." (Emphasis added.)

Qwest's original CICMP would have been found to be adequate, with one exception, if
CGE&Y had felt itself bound by the narrow focus of the governing test documents. Once
CGE&Y began its evaluation it became clear that an important concept, albeit a difficult
concept to quantify, was missing from the language of both the MTP and TSD, namely the
adequacy of the CMP in general.

CGE&Y issued four Incident Work Orders (IWis) regarding the CMP, two of which were
based upon deficiencies of the process itself and therefore went beyond the scope of the TSD
and MTP. These were AZIW01075-1 and AZIW01076-1 dealing with the non-collaborative

Reference: TE-0002 Date: March 25, 2002

This report may be used only as authorized by the commission. This report is subject to further revision by CGE8¢Y and shall
not be deemed final until CGE8<Y issues its Final report in this proceeding and that Final report is released by the commission.
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nature of the then-existing CICMP process and the length of time it took Qwest to act upon
CLEC-initiated Change Requests (CRs). CGE&Y issued its third and fourth IWis,
AZIW01078 and AZIWOIO44, to bring to light test exceptions relating to TSD objective
6.6.2.2 (f) (timeliness of systems release documentation) and 6.6.2.3 (n) (lack of a stand-alone
test environment for testing OSS systems changes).

I n  l a t e  J une 2001,  pos s ib l y  i n  res pons e t o  t he  I Wis  ment i oned abov e,  Qwes t  announc ed an
i n i t i a t i v e  t o  c om prehens i v e l y  redes i gn  t he  C I CM P  i n  c o l l abo ra t i on  w i t h  t he  CLE C c om m un i t y .
I n  announc ing th is  e f for t  Qwes t  proposed that  t he redes ign group,  as  yet  unformed,  use as  i t s
s t a r t i ng po i n t  a  d ra f t  doc ument  under  c ons i dera t i on  by  t he  Order i ng and  B i l l i ng Forum (OB F)
o f  t he  A l l i anc e  f o r  T e l ec om m un i c a t i ons  I ndus t r y  S o l u t i ons  (A T I S ) .  T he  doc um en t ,  k nown  as
OBF I s s ue 2233,  i s  a  d ra f t  gu ide l i ne  c ur ren t l y  be ing negot i a t ed  wi t h in  t he  OBF whos e s t a t ed
scope is  " . . . processes  for  change management  of  manual  and e lec t ronic  in ter faces  re lat i ve to
order  and pre-order  f unc t ions . "3

The OBF doc ument  c ont a ins  dra f t  de f i n i t i ons ,  p roc es s es ,  and proc edures  i n  t he  f o l l owing
areas:

Types of Change Requests

Type 1 (Production Support)

Type 2 (Regulatory)

Type 3 (Industry Guideline)

Type 4 (Provider Originated)

Type 5 (Customer Originated)

Change Request initiation process

Introduction of a new interface

Change to existing interfaces

Retirement of existing interfaces

Managing the Change Management Process

Meetings

Requirements Review

Prioritization

Escalation Process

Interface Testing

Training

4

Following a lack-off meeting in early July 2001, a redesign "core team" was formed to carry
out the redesign process through attendance at the bi-weekly redesign meetings. The redesign
core team is made up of representatives from Qwest, AT&T, WorldCom, Eschelon, Covad,
McLeod USA, Sprint, SBC, Scindo, and Allegiance. This core team meets roughly every two
weeks for a period of one to three days at a time.

3 OBF Issue 2233alv1, Draft Copy, 12/14/2000 - Scope.

Reference: TE-0002 Date: March 25, 2002

This report may be used only as authorized by the commission. This report is subject to further revision by CGE&Y and shall
not be deemed #pal until CGE&Y issues its ina/ report in this proceeding and that Hna/ report is released by the commission.
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CURRENT STATE OF THE REDESIGN PROCESS

The redesign sessions continue on a bi-weeldy basis. The last session attended by CGE8cY
was held in Denver on 18-19 March 2002. CGE8cY also attended meetings in person in mid-
November 2001 and by telephone at various other times during the redesign process. The
meetings are facilitated by a contract employee hired by Qwest specifically for these meetings,
and are attended by members of the core team and any required subject matter experts from
Qwest.

The meetings are conducted in a professional manner. The facilitator permits all parties
appropriate time to voice their views and opinions related to the issue on the table. Both the
CLECs and Qwest are allowed time to caucus when they feel the need, and they are provided
privacy to discuss the issue(s). The facilitator attempts to keep the time for caucusing to a
minimum, but does allow both sides adequate time for discussions. The action items and
issues log are updated in real time, with input from all the parties to ensure the action or issue
is captured/closed to everyone's satisfaction. In the last meeting CGE&Y attended, there was
a large amount of time devoted to updating/changing the language in the "Master Red-lined
CLEC-Qwest CMP Re-Design Framework Interim Draft, Change Management Process (CMP)
for Local Services". This was done in real time with input from all parties. All documents
being updated were displayed on an overhead screen to enable all participants present to view
the changes as they were being made.

The primary work product around which the redesign effort is centered is the master Change
Management Process For Local Services document or, as it is known during the redesign
process, the "Master Red-Lined CLEC-Qwest CMP Re-Design Framework." The redesign
core team started this document using the basic structure of the OBF document, listed above,
and has modified and expanded it to fit the unique requirements of the Qwest-CLEC
relationship. To date, this document contains the following sections:

• Types of Change Requests

•

•

Regulatory Change

Industry Guideline Change

Qwest Originated Change

CLEC Originated Change

• Change Request Initiation Process

•

•

CLEC-Qwest OSS Interface Change Initiation Process

CLEC Product/Process Change Request Initiation Process

• Introduction of a New Interface

• Introduction of a New Application-to-Application OSS Interface

Reference: TE-0002 Date: March 25, 2002

This report may be used only as authorized by the commission. This report is subject to further revision by CGE&Y and shall
not be deemed Tina/ until CGE&Y issues its Final report in this proceeding and that Final report is released by the commission.
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•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

Q

•

•

Introduction of a New Graphical User Interface

Change to Existing Interfaces

Application-to-Application OSS Interface

• Graphical User Interface

• Retirement of Existing Interfaces

• Application-to-Application OSS Interface

Graphical User Interface

Managing the Change Management Process

Change Management Point of Contact (POC)

Change Management POC List Creation

Formal Method of Communication

Governing Body

Meetings

Meeting Materials for Change Management Meeting

Meeting Minutes for Change Management Meeting

• Qwest Wholesale CMP Web Site

Prioritization

Prioritization Review

Prioritization Process

Voting•

• Application-To-Application Interface Testing

• Production Support

•

•

Newly Deployed OSS Interface Release

Request for a Production Support Change

Reporting Trouble to IT

Severity Levels

Status Notification for IT Trouble Tickets

Notification Intervals

• Training

Escalation Process

Guidelines

Cycle

• Dispute Resolution Process

Not all of the above areas have been finalized, and the list of potential topics continues to grow.
For instance, Qwest has proposed language for a Special Change Request Process whereby a
party can, through an individual or group funding arrangement, request that a change be pushed
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into production that was not prioritized for a particular release. The redesign team has also
recently completed the drafting of a Technical Issues Escalation Process.

By agreement of the core team, the redesign effort is focusing on OSS change management
before attempting to work through the product/process areas. Progress on many of these issues is
slow. That is why agreement has been reached to implement these processes piece-meal on an
interim basis as soon as the core team approves each one.

One of  t he mos t  impor tant  in ter im processes  implemented has  been the inc lus ion of  Qwes t -
o r i gi na t ed  CRs  i n  t he  pr i o r i t i z a t i on  proc es s  f o r  MA  re leas e 10 . 0 .  Out  o f  t he  f i rs t  f i v e  CRs ,  t h ree
were  Qwes t -or i gina t ed.  The res u l t s  o f  t h i s  p r i o r i t i z a t i on  were  impor t an t  f o r  t wo reas ons .  F i rs t ,  i t
should he lp to  ease Qwes t ' s  f ear  t hat  i t s  CRs ,  once open to  CLEC pr ior i t i zat ion,  would not  be
implemented i n  a  t ime ly  manner .  Sec ond ly ,  i t  s hou ld  he lp  t o  d i s pe l  t he  op in ion  he ld  by  s ome
CLECs  that  Qwes t ' s  sys tem changes ,  prev ious ly  implemented outs ide the pr ior i t i za t ion process ,
are  not  a lway s  benef i c ia l  t o  CLECs .

Other  i ssues  have come to or  may  come to impasse.  One of  t hese is  the inc lus ion of  Per formance
Indicator  Def in i t i ons  (P ID)  and Per formance Assurance P lan (PAP) changes  in  sys tems  re leases
as  Regulatory  Changes .  Qwes t  v iews  sys tems  changes  to  meet  P ID or  PAP requi rements  as
regulatory  mandates ,  and as  such should be exempt  f rom the s tandard pr ior i t i zat ion process .  The
CLECs ,  on the other  hand,  f ee l  t hat  a l l  CRs  should be open for  pr ior i t i zat ion and that  P ID and
PAP-re la ted CRs ,  i n  any  c as e,  do not  f a l l  under  t he regu la tory  umbre l l a ,  Var ious  propos a ls  by
both s ides  have been put f o rwa rd ,  bu t t he  t op i c  i s  s t i l l  under  negot i a t i on .  U l t imat e l y  i t  may  f a l l
t o  the regulatory  bodies  to dec ide.

Another such issue is the ability of CLECs to stop or "stay" a proposed product/process change
by Qwest. The CLECs want the ability to stop Qwest from implementing a new product/process
or a change to an existing product/process if they feel it would have a major impact on their
businesses. They would like this ability to apply to both stopping a change from being
implemented entirely, and also to "staying" a Qwest change while .a proposal is under study or
within the Escalation Process. Qwest feels that they should be able to make certain types of
changes to products/processes by simply providing notice to the CLEC community before
implementation. As with the previously mentioned issue, various proposals have been put forth
to resolve this difference of opinion, including the use of a 3'd party arbitrator. Ultimately, this
issue may also fall to state regulators to decide.

In spealdng with various participants at the February 5-7, 2002, meeting it was stated that the
Qwest redesign process has been slow and tedious and there are still several months of work
remaining before it will be completed. The parties believe the effort is headed in the right
direction but would like to see more in writing from Qwest on the more difficult areas that have
been on the table for 4 to 5 months. The parties did state that Qwest has been decidedly more
receptive to moving forward in the past couple of meetings in these difficult areas. Allegiance
Telecom, which operates across the United States and deals with other ILE Cs, stated that
Qwest's Change Management Process is more encompassing and responsive than the Change
Management Processes they have encountered in dealing with the other ILE Cs . Qwest
addresses system issues as well as product and process issues, which are not usually addressed in
other ILEC Change Management Processes.

When the redesign effort is completed, Qwest's Change Management Process wiIl'go far beyond
any other such process in the local telecommunications industry. What the CLECs are
attempting to achieve is an all-encompassing process whereby all of Qwest's wholesale products
and processes, the systems that drive and are driven by these products and processes, the
documentation that details both the systems and products/processes, the contracts that cover
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t hese areas ,  and the calculat ions  by  which a l l  o f  t he aforement ioned are measured are kept  in
r i gi d  s y nc hron i z a t i on  by  a  s y s t em o f  p res ent a t i on  and pr i o r i t i z a t i on .  As  s uc h,  i t  wou ld  bec ome a
quas i - regula tory  process  that  would have impl i cat ions  f or  s ta te  regula tors .

The following three sections contain analyses of Qwest's CMP. The first two compare the
process as it currently exists with the Arizona TSD and with the FCC requirements for CMP
functions. The third section analyzes the CLEC-identified unresolved issues in the CMP
redesign and provides CGE&Y's findings on whether these issues fall within with FCC
guidelines or the Texas; New York, or Massachusetts Orders.
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TSD Section 6.6.2.2 Requirement CGE&Y Finding

Does the Change Management Process
information available to the CLECs
clearly document the methodology,
timing and communication of Qwest
OSS software changes and releases?

Are terms and definitions utilized in the
Change Management Process
information clearly documented?

The methodology is available in a single document, located
on the web at:
http:f/www.qwest.com/wholesale/downloads/° 002/'0° 03 I4.~
MasterRedl ineCLEAN030702 . doc

A comprehensive calendar of OSS interface releases and
retirements is located on the web at:
http:/'/w ww.qwest.com/wholesale/downloads/200".'0208I
Qwest_ OSS Calendar Version 06.doc

Change Request history available online (Source: CMP
Database Issued and Maintained by Wholesale Change
Management), including dates and details associated with
each CR, at:
http:'/www.qwest.com/c,qi-

bin/wholesale/vvhRedirect.cgi"filename=/2002/cmp/CLEC
_Change .Req sf-SxUems _Interactive Re orts.PDE,

for Systems CRs, and product/process CRs:
https 'www.qwest.com,~"cgi-
bin/wholesal<,."whRcdiru,t.cgi"lilcnamc I200° /cmpiCLEC
Change Request-

ProductProcess_Interactive _Repons.PDF

Communication of changes is accomplished through
electronic mailings, US Postal Service mailings, and by
posting die notification on the web. Notifications are
posted on the web at:
ht /www. west.coin /wh¢_3§§alQ<;11_ip/_i;e_lea§§;iQ te. html .

Instructions for users to subscribe to the automatic e-mail
notification system can be found at:
http://www.qwest.coln/wholesale/notices/cnla/maillist.html

The Master Redlined CLEC-Qwest CMP Re-Design
Framework document located at:
http://www.qwest.com/wholesale/down]oads!"0()".'0"031 L

Qwest Change Management Process Redesign Eva/uation Page 15

5.1 TSD REQUIREMENTS MATRIX

The following table compares the state of the current process, as redesigned, with key
requirements of the Arizona TSD.

MRedCLEcOwestC:MPRedFwRe()3-07-U".doc contains
terms and definitions. Although these have not been
agreed to as of the publication of this report, CGE&Y
found the Change Management-specific terms to be I

I
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TSD Section 6.6.2.2 Requirement CGE&Y Finding

consistent with industry standards.

How are software releases handled? Are
releases periodic and predictable (i.e.,
appropriately noticed) or random?

Does the Change Management Process
information available to the CLECs
clearly explain how CLECs can request
changes to the OSS? Does the
documentation include forms for
requesting changes and clear instructions

Qwest OSS_ Calendar Vers1on_06.doc.

The other important mechanism by which Qwest informs
CLECs of upcoming releases and release activities is the
monthly CMP team meetings. All relevant information
regarding team meetings, such as schedules, meeting
materials, and other announcements, is located at the
following locations on the web:

Team Meetings Calendars
httpzf'/www.qvt est.com/wholesale/cmpfteammeetings.html

Redesign Meetings Calendar
http: ../vow .qwest.corn/wholesalefcrnp redesign.html

Calendar of all CMP Team and Redesign Meetings
http:/,www.qwest.com/wholesale 'cap events.html

The CMP participantsmeet monthly to discuss
Product/Process and Systems Change Requests. The 12-
Month Schedule is updated quarterly throughout the year to
provide a rolling 12-month schedule.

The CR initiation process is contained within the Master
Redlined CLEC-Qwest CMP Re-Design Framework
document located at:
http: Jwwwowest.com/wholeszxle dowii1oadsf'()02.f02t)8 1 If
MRedCLEcQwestC MPRed.FwRe08-07-(l2.doc.
A1thou2h portions of the CR initiation process are still
under negotiation, the process from the previous CMP

Qwest Change Management Process Redesign Evaluation Page 16

An OSS Release Calendar, containing planned
implementation and retirement dates for interfaces, is
located on the web at:
httpzi.".vww.qwest.com/wholesale!cmp/osscalendar.html

The calendar also includes all relevant milestones
associated with a release, such as:

CR submission cut-off date

CR prioritization date

Release packaging meeting date

Draft technical specifications release date

Final technical specifications release date

Final Release Notes release date

Effective Date: The most recent OSS calendar is dated
March 6, 2002 and includes releases through the end of
2002 for MA (release l 1.0). This calendar is located at
httn://www.awest.com/wholesale/downloads/200"!0203 I
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TSD Section 6.6.2.2 Requirement CGE&Y Finding

for completing, submitting and tracking
progress on CLEC change requests?

process (i.e., before redesign) was straightforward and easy
to understand. The form for initiating a CR and its
instructions are located on the web at:
htm://www_qwest.com/wholesalefdownloads/700 I 01 l 228/
CR_Form _l2-27-0 l

Users can view all open CRs for both OSS and product/
process at the following locations:
CLEC Change Request - Product/Process Interactive
Reports:
http://www.qwest.com/'<,Qi-
bilvwholesalc/whRedirect.cgi"filename=/2002/cmp/CLEC
Change Request-

ProductProcess _Illteractive_ Reports.PDF

CLEC Change Request - Systems Interactive Reports:
http://www.qwest.com/c2r-

bin/who!QalWhRedimg;-§gtl'Q9;1@_m_§Q()Q Qmn/QL_.EC
L1aH3¢_R9_Q.L1 ¢st-sy §@ms_l1tte@9tixe_&Q.r2QrLs PQE

Does the Change Management Process
provide for frequent scheduled
communications regarding changes to the
CLECs'?

Team Meetings are held once monthly, once each for OSS
and Product/Process. A11 information related to the team
meetings can be found on the web at:
httu:/!www,qwest.com/wholesalefcmp:teammeetinvshtml

The information contained at the above location consists
of:

• On-Line Sign Up Forms
Team Meeting Schedules
Team Meeting Distribution Packages
Team Meeting Minutes

The CMP participants meet monthly to discuss Product/
Process and Systems Change Requests. The 12-Month
Schedule is updated quarterly throughout the year to
provide a rolling l2-month schedule.

Communication of changes is accomplished through
electronic mailings, US Postal Service mailings, and by
posting the notification on the web. Notifications are
posted on the web at:
http / wu Qwest com xx holesile cap/relewsenote html

Instructions for users to subscribe to the automatic e-mail
notification system can be found at:
littn:/'www.qwcst.com/who]esale/notices/cnla maillisthtml

Are release notes issued as part of the
Change Management Process? If so, are
they complete, clearly written and
distributed in a timely fashion allowing

Release notes are issued as part of the CMP. The
timeliness of release notices was the subject of
AZIW01078. The following language for the release of
final technical specifications exists in the Master Redlined

Qwest Change Management Process Redesign Evaluation Page 17
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TSD Section 6.6.2.2 Requirement CGE&Y Finding

CLECs time to properly prepare for
change?

CLEC-Qwest CMP Re-Design Framework document
located at:
httpzf 'wwwQwest.corrNwholesale"doxv11louds 2()07/()°()2 1 I
\/l RedCi_EcQvv'estC M PRedFw Re03 -07-02.doc:

"Qwest's planned implementation date will be at least
45 calendar days from the date of the final release
requirement, unless the exception process has been
invoked. Implementation timeline for the release will
not begin until final specifications are provided." The
soonest this could be implemented would be with MA
release 10.0, so CGE&Y has not had the opportunity
to verify that the 45-day deadline will be met. It must
be noted that 45 calendar days is in line with the
industry norm.

Does the Change Management Process
information available to the CLECs
provide a clearly defined escalation
process?

CMP Escalations and Disputes

overview
Qwest and the CLEC community have agreed to an interim
Escalation and Dispute Resolution Process as pan of the
CMP. CLECs and Qwest will work together in good faith
to resolve any issue brought before the CMP before
initiating the Escalation or Dispute Resolution Process.

Language addressing the Escalation/Dispute Resolution
process is contained in the most recent version of the
Master Redlined CLEC-Qwest CMP Re~Design
Framework located in the Redesign Documentation Section
of the CMP Redesign Web site:
http: fww»v.qvv'est.com/wholesale.cmp redesignhtml

If Change Management Processes,
escalation processes or other Qwest
processes providing information as to
how CLECs communicate, track, or
escalate changes are web based, are the
URLs for this information communicated
to CLECs via multiple avenues?

The preferred method of communication is e-mail with
supporting information posted to the web site.

QwestReleaseNotifications - Product/Process

Qwest Release Notification Log - Product/Process:
http; /wwvvvowest.comfwholesale downloads?2()0 l 0 I I)S°4F
Oxwst R'\l L08 8"40l l.dQc

-Qwest CMPMaster Red-Lined CLEC
Re-Design Framework

Interim Draft:

Item must be formally escalated as an e-mail sent to the
Qwest CMP escalation e-mail address:
httpzf www.qwest.co1n/wholesalecmn escalutious dispute.
html

Are the roles and responsibilities of each
party clearly communicated in the Qwest

The change management organizational structure must
support the CMP. Each position within the organization

Qwest Change Management Process Redesign Evaluation Page 78
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TSD Section 6.6.2.2 Requirement CGE&Y Finding

Change Management and escalation
processes?

has defined roles and responsibilities as outlined below.
(Master_Redlined__CLEC-Qwest_CMP_Redesign_
FrameworkC.doc)

CMP Team: Representatives are from the CLECs (or their
authorized agents) and Qwest. This team meets monthly to
review, prioritize, and make recommendations for change
management requests. The change management requests
are used as input to internal change management processes.

•

•

•

•

•

CMP Steering Committee: The CMP Steering Committee
consists of representatives from the CLECs and Qwest who
will be responsible for managing compliance to the CMP
document. The responsibilities of the CMP Steering
Committee are:

On-going commitment

Participation in change management meetings/
conference calls

Reviewing changes/suggestions to the CMP document
for submittal to OBF

Process improvements

Managing meeting schedule/logistics

A standing agenda item at the regular change management
meetings will provide an opportunity for Qwest and CLECs
to assess the effectiveness of the CMP. Both the CLECs
and Qwest will use this opportunity to provide feedback of
instances of non-compliance and commit to taking
appropriate action(s).

(ii
ProviderPOC: Qwest POC is responsible for managing
the CMP. Qw t POC will be responsible for maintaining
the integrity of the change requests, preparing for and
facilitating review meetings, presenting change requests to
Qwest's internal CMP, and ensuring that all gptiiications
are communicated to the appropriate parties.

CLEC POC: The CLEC POC will serve as the official
designee for all matters regarding CMP, including:

• Submission of CLEC change request forms
• Notification of critical matters, such as Type l errors

ReleaseManagementTeam: A team o'llCLEC and
provider representatives who manage the implementation
of scheduled releases.

Does the documentation available to
CLECs for Qwest Change Management
Processes clearly identify how change

Section 3.0 of the Master Redlined CLEC-Qwest CMP Re-
Design Framework document located at:
http://www.q_west.com/wholesalc/downloads/200'U0203 I I .

I I
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TSD Section 6.6.2.2 Requirement CGE&Y Finding

requests will be evaluated and prioritized
for inclusion in future releases?

MRedCLEcOwestCMPRedFwRe03-07-0*.doc contains
prioritization language. Although the parties have yet to
finalize the prioritization process, they have made progress
toward agreement on this issue.

Does the Change Management Process
information available to CLECs clearly
explain how changes to the Process and
forms utilized by the process will be
accomplished? If so, is it clear how the
new process will be distributed and how
new forms will be
distributed/implemented and the old
process and forms retired?

The following language is contained in the Master
Redlined CLEC-Qwest CMP Re-Design Framework
document located at:
http: 'wwvw_qwesLcom/wholesalefdownloads/Z()()2,="()"()9 l I
M Red CL EcQwestCMPRedFw Re03-07-()2.doc:

See 1.0 Introduction and scope
(Master_Redlined_CLEC-Qwest_CMP_Redesign_
FrameworkC.doc)

This document defines the processes for change
management of OSS interfaces, products and processes
(including manual) as described below. CMP provides a
means to address changes that support or affect pre~
ordering, ordering/provisioning, maintenance/repair and
billing capabilities and associated documentation and
production support issues for local services provided by
CLECs to their end users.

The CMP is managed by CLEC and Qwest representatives
each having distinct roles and responsibilities. The CLECs
and Qwest will hold regular meetings to exchange
information about the status of existing changes, the need
for new changes, what changes Qwest is proposing, how
the process is working, etc. The process also allows for
escalation to resolve disputes, if necessary.

Qwest will track changes to OSS interfaces, products and
processes. The CMP includes the identification of changes
and encompasses, as applicable. Qwest will process any
such changes in accordance with the CMP described in this
document.

The CMP is dynamic in nature and, as such, is managed
through the regularly scheduled meetings. The parties
agree to act in Good Faith in exercising their rights and
performing their obligations pursuant to this CMP. This
document may be revised, through the procedures
described in Section (X).

f

p
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TSD Section 6.6.2.2 Requirement CGE&Y Finding

If utilized, are release life cycles clearly
described including all activities required
by each segment of the lifecycle?

The OSS Release Calendar located at
http; /www.qwcst.ccnv'wholesale/emo/osscalendar html
contains the release lifecycle. Specific steps and outputs of
each step are being negotiated in the CMP redesign and
will be contained in the Master Redlined CLEC-Qwest
CMP Re-Design Framework document located at:
http: www.clwest.com'wliolesaie=downloacis,<'2()0"/fl2()3 l l.
MRedCLEco\vestCMPRedFwRe03-07-02.doc. Much of
the framework has already been agreed to by the redesign
core team. Language regarding the specific outputs of each
step in the lifecycle are still being negotiated.

Monitor and evaluate Qwest's ability to
execute one significant software release
through implementation

Because the redesign process is still underway, it is not
possible to report on Qwest's ability to execute a
significant software release following the "new" process at
this time. CGE&Y has already reported on Qwest's
previous process in its Arizona §27I OSS Test Final
Report

Is there a process in place to notify
CLECs in advance of planned system
outages?

Communication of planned outages is accomplished
through electronic mailings, US Postal Service mailings,
and by posting the notification on the web. Notifications
are posted on the web at:
http2,/www.qwest.com/wholesale 'finD="releasenote,html.

Notification of unplanned outages is accomplished through
automatic e-mail notification. Instructions for users to
subscribe to the automatic e-mail notification system can
be found at:
https 'www.qwest.com/wliolesale/noticewcnla mailhst.html

Is there a process in place to notify
CLECs of unplanned system outages?

Notification of unplanned outages is accomplished through
automatic e-mail notification. Instructions for users to
subscribe to the automatic e-mail notification system can
be found at:

/www Eu est com w wholesale 11otIce§...c11l 1 mailloth t p 1
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FCC Requirements Reference CGE&Y Evaluation

"Adequate" CMP

1. Clearly
Organized and
Accessible to
Competitors

NY Order at 11107

TX Order at 11110

MA Order at 11104

The methodology is available in a single
document, located on the web at:

"dovvrlload

99.93
.https ,"w'w'\-§.cLV'g'€SI.COI1l1»"'\'»"l10leS
3 / 2 ( ) ( ) ' ) . / 0 2 ( ) 3  l 4 I ' M a s t e r R e d l  i n C L

0 2 . d o c

A comprehensive calendar of OSS interface
releases and retirements is located on the
web at:
http: &'wv»'w.q westcouvivholesalefdovmload
s/2002/020315HOwest OSS Calendar Vera
Lon 06.doc

Change Request history available online
(Source: CMP Database Issued and
Maintained by Wholesale Change
Management), including dates and details
associated with each CR, at:
http:=*/www.qwest.convcgi~
bin/wholesale/whRedirect.clzi"lilename=420
07/cmp/CLEC Change Request-
Systems Intcractivc__Rcports.PI)F,

for Systems CRs, and product/process CRs:
hltpi/ 'wax .qwest.com/cQ1-
biMwholesale® vhR(:dirccLc<ri"'f3leuame-/° ()
02/cmp/CLEC Change Request-
ProductPi'ocess Interactive RepoIts.PDF

Communication of changes is accomplished
through electronic mailings, US Postal
Service mailings, and by posting the
notification on the web. Notifications are
posted on the web at:

Helsam/wholesale, ampbttnr \V¥Y\Y=.4lW'¢$I¢QQ
senotelitml

Instructions for users to subscribe to the
automatic e-mail notification system can be
found at:
ht : fwww.Qwest.com/wholesalc/noticesfcn
la/muiHist.11tml.
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5.2 FCC REQUIREMENTSMATRIX Jaw
4'

The following table compares Qwest's current CMP process, as redesigned, with the FCC
requirements for an adequate CMP.
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FCC Requirements Reference CGE&Y Evaluation

"Adequate" CMP

i
5

l
1

3
I NYOrder at1[106

*To Orderat1Il1l, 112, 116

2. CLEC's Input
and Participation
in the CMP

I
5
lr

I
|
I

1

I

The 12-Month Schedule is updated
quarterly throughout the year to provide a
rolling 12-month schedule. It includes the
planned implementation and retirement
dates of the various interfaces, if applicable.
It can be found at:
http: /wu .qwesncom/w wholesale/cmiwossca
lendarlitml. Qwest has long ago
implemented Versioning of interfaces, and it
is always made clear which version of the
interface is the current one.

Qwest supports the previous major
Interconnect Mediated Access (MA) EDI
release for six (6) months after the
subsequent major MA EDI release has
been implemented.

Qwest makes one version of a Graphical
User Interface (GUI) available at any given
time and will not support any previous
versions.

»

The CMP participants meet monthly to
discuss Product/Process and Systems
Change Requests. Monthly meetings are
announced via e-mail notification, and
schedules, agendas, and all meeting
materials are posted on the web at:
ht www.qwest.com, wholesale mo team
meetin9s.html

I

The CR initiation process is defined in the
Master Redlined CLEC-Qwest CMP Re-
Design Framework document located at:
ht :,//www.qwest.com/wholesale/download

•s/2002/02031 I/MRedC LEc westCMPRed
FwRe03-07-02.doc and describes the
various types of CRs, who can initiate them,
and how they are prioritized.

The prioritization review provides the
forum for reviewing and prioritizing change
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requests. Meetings will be held monthly, or
more frequently if needed, and are open to
all CLECs. Current language regarding
prioritization can be found in the Master
Redlined CLEC-Qwest CMP Re-Design
Framework document located at:
http: /www.qwest.com/whoiesale/download
s °002 05031 I `V1RLdCILFL@v»L aC VIP Rd

FWRe()3-()7-()2.d@€

Qwest and the CLEC community have
agreed to an interim Escalation and Dispute
Resolution Process as part of the CMP,
CLECs and Qwest will work together in
good faith to resolve any issue brought
before the CMP before initiating the
Escalation or Dispute Resolution Process.
Instructions and the form for initiating an
escalation are located at:
http://www.qwest.com/ wholesale 'cmn'escdi
sp.html

Specific language detailing the current
escalation and dispute resolution processes
is contained in the Master Redlined CLEC-
Qwest CMP Re-Design Framework
document located at:
http1//www.qwest.com/w wholesales"download
b 002 0° 021 1 MRLdCLE¢.O» W: aC \/IPRLd
FwReLl3-07-02.doc

Additionally, users can view ongoing
escalations by clicldng the links located at:
http://www.qwest.comfwholesalefcmnfescal
ations.l1tml

The CMP redesign "core team" meets twice
monthly. The team is made up of
representatives from several CLECs and
Qwest. A separate website has been created
for the redesign process, and contains all
worldng documents being discussed in the
redesign meetings. This website is located
at:
littpt- /www.mvest.conv wholes la 'mo/redes
ignhtml

Documentation includes: Meeting Notice,
Presentation Packages, CLEC Comments,

4 r
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Redesign Documentation, Meeting Minutes,
Team Members, Issues and Action Log,
Guiding Documentation.

3. Independent
Dispute
Resolution for
CMP Issues

NY Order at ']I08

TX Order at 'll 12

Qwest and the CLEC community have
agreed to an interim Escalation and Dispute
Resolution Process as part of the CMP.
CLECs and Qwest will work together in
good faith to resolve any issue brought
before the CMP before initiating the
Escalation or Dispute Resolution Process.

This process does not limit any party's right
to seek remedies in a regulatory or legal
arena at any time.

Escalations: In the event that a CLEC
wishes to initiate an Escalation it should
submit a completed Escalation form, located
at:
http wu Qwest com u holes ile co esc it
ations_dispute.l1tmI.

Escalations may involve issues related to
CMP itself, including the administration of
the CMP. The expectation is that escalation
should occur only after change management
procedures have occurred per the CMP.

Dispute Resolution: In the event that an
impasse issue develops, a party may pursue
the Dispute Resolution Process by
submitting the Dispute Resolution form
located at:
httpif 'wwvv.qwest.com/wholesaleYcmu 'mescal
actions disputehtml

4. Testing
Environment

TX Order at 11134

NY Order at1]1]109-10, 110, 119
& H. 301

MA Order at 11109-10

Qwest provides a Stand-Alone Test
Environment (SATE) for use by CLECs in
conducting new entrant testing and upgrade
(i.e., progression) testing. The functionality
of this test environment has been evaluated
by Hewlett Packard Consulting. Guidelines
for the use of SATE are contained in the
Qwest's EDI Implementation Guide located
at:
ht we w.qwest.com/wholesale down loado

s/"0()2/'070219/IMA EDI Imolemcntalion
Guide1incs9 l.doc

I
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SATE-specific technical information is
located on the web at:
http: www.Qwest.com-"wholesu lc:'i1n'1;'edi/d
ocumentlxtm l

The 12~Month OSS Release Schedule is
updated quarterly throughout the year to
provide a rolling l2-month schedule. It
includes the planned implementation and
retirement dates of the various interfaces, if
applicable. It can be found at:
lit 1 we w Eu est com/ w holesllc cap ossa 1
lendarhtml. Qwest has long ago
implemented Versioning of interfaces, and it
is always made clear which version of the
interface is the current one.

Qwest supports the previous major
Interconnect Mediated Access (MA) EDI
release for six (6) months after the
subsequent major MA EDI release has
been implemented.

Qwest makes one version of a Graphical
User Interface (GUI) available at any given
time and will not support any previous
versions.

Communication oflplanned outages is
accomplished through electronic mailings,
US Postal Service mailings, and by posting
the notification on the web. Notifications
are posted on the web at:
http /vtww quest com wholesale/cmp/ielga
senotehtmi

Notification of unplanned outages is
accomplished through automatic e-mail
notification. Instructions for users to
subscribe to the automatic e-mail
notification system can be found at:
http;' .www.qwest.co1nfu ho less ie.='1iotices'ui
la/mai I I ist.html
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FCC Requirements Reference CGE&Y Evaluation

"Adequate" CMP

5. Notification and
Documentation

NY Order at 111 13

TX Order awwl 16, 119, 126, 122

MA Order at '1105

The 12-Month OSS Release Schedule is
updated quarterly throughout the year to
provide a rolling 12-rnonth schedule. It
includes the planned implementation and
retirement dates of the various interfaces, if
applicable. It can be found at:
http /wow ow est convoy holes lie mo os
alendarhtml. Qwest has long ago
implemented Versioning of interfaces, and
it is always made clear which version of
the interface is the current one.

Qwest supports the previous major
Interconnect Mediated Access (MA) EDI
release for six (6) months after the
subsequent major MA EDI release has
been implemented.

Communication of changes is
accomplished through electronic mailings,
US Postal Service mailings, and by posting
the notification on the web. Notifications
are posted on the web at:
http: "www.qwest.com/wholesale/cmn tele
asenotehtml

Instructions for users to subscribe to the
automatic e-mail notification system can be
found at:
http://www.qwest.com/wholesaleinoticcs.'c
nlzt"maillist.htmL

Terms used in the CMP are contained in
the Master Redlined CLEC-Qwest CMP
Re-Design Framework document located
at:
http; www.qwest.com'wholesnle downioa
d5,"'()()2/()'w()3 1 1;mRedcLE¢()westC\,fpR€
dFwRe()3-0"-0°.doc. While the LsT8rms1:
section of this document has not been
finalized and agreed to by the parties,
CGE&Y found the terms that related to the
CMP process to be consistent with industry
standards.

Qwest and the CLEC community have
agreed to an intent Escalation and Dispute
Resolution Process as part of the CMP.

Qwest Change Management Process Redesign Evaluation Page 27

Reference: TE-0002 Date; March 25, 2002

This report may be used only as authorized by the commission. This report is subject to further revision by CGE&Y and shall
not be deemed final until CGE&Y issues its final report in this proceeding and that :anal report is released by the commission.



FCC Requirements Reference CGE&Y Evaluation
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CLECs and Qwest will work together in
good faith ro resolve any issue brought
before the CMP before initiating the
Escalation or Dispute Resolution Process.
The specific language for the Escalations
and Dispute Resolution Process is located
in the Master Redlined CLEC-Qwest CMP
Re-Design Framework document located
at:
fun viwvt vt est com Vt wholesale Dow Flo.;

ds  200°  02031 l \ iRed( LFLQw Cal(_ MPRc

dFwRc08-07~02.doc.

Specific instnlctions for initiating an
escalation or dispute resolution can be
found at:
http://www.qwest.com/wholeszxlefclno escd
tsp. html.

This process does not limit any party's
right to seek remedies in a regulatory or
legal arena at any time.

Escalat ions z In the event that a CLEC
wishes to initiate an Escalation it should
submit a completed Escalation form,
located at:
http /own Qwest com'wholes tie Ono est
lotions disputehtml.

Escalations may involve issues related to
CMP itself, including the administration of
the CMP. The expectation is that escalation
should occur only after change
management procedures have occurred per
the CMP.

Dispute Resolution: In the event that an
impasse issue develops, a party may pursue
the Dispute Resolution Process by
submitting the Dispute Resolution form
located at:
http: "www . q we st . coin who lesalefcinri/esca

6.  Training,
Technical
Assistance, and
Help Desk

TX Order at 11108, 122, 121

NY Order at 11126, 127

MA Order at 11114

Help desk reporting procedures and
technical escalation procedures are being
discussed as part of CMP redesign, and
language being incorporated into the

»
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Support Master Redlined CLEC-Qwest CMP Re~
Design Framework document located at:
http:/'wwwqwest.com'wl1olesale download
as/2002/02081 I/MRed(QILEcOwestCMPRe
dFwRe03-07-02.doc.

For detailed findings on Qwest's Technical
Training and Help Desk Support, please
see CGE&Yls Arizona §2,7l OSS Test
Final Report, Section 5 (Relationship
Management).

7. Adhered to the
CMP over time

NY Order at 11101

TX Order at 11106

Insufficient time has passed since the
inauguration of the redesign process to
determine whether Qwest has established a
pattern of compliance with its redesigned
CMP over time. CGE&Y has previously
showed that Qwest did comply with its
previous process over an extended period
of time.

I |» I
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5.2.1 CLEC Issues

The following section contains CGE&Y's analysis of CLEC issues regarding CMP. The
issues were taken originally from AT&T's List of Priority CMP Issues filed with the Arizona
Corporation Commission on 3/5/02. This list was adopted by the CLECs at the March 5-7,
2002, CMP redesign meeting as being representative of CLEC issues as a whole. The list was
prioritized at that meeting and the issues discussed in the order they were prioritized.

The purpose of this section is to provide CGE&Y's analysis of these issues, and to compare
them with the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) requirements for CMP and the
Orders issued in other states where §27l approval has been granted to the incumbent Local
Exchange Can'ier (LEC).

1. Criteria Used to Determine the Method of Implementing Regulatory Changes

Although a process for implementing regulatory changes must be included in the CMP,
the FCC orders do not specify what criteria must be used to determine the method of
implementation or how the processes for implementation must operate or be structured.
The only guidance in the orders is that the dates and timelines associated with each
change, including those for the Bell Operating Company's (BOC) provision of
specifications to CLECs and for the CLECs to comment thereon, must be "clearly
reflected" in the CMP documentation. TX Order at 111 10, MA Order at 11104.

This issue is not addressed in Verizon's CMP. Southwestern Bell Corporation's (SBC)
CMP states that, if a timeframe is not specified, regulatory changes "shall be subj et to
the CMP process as described in the [CMP]." SBC CMP § 6.2.4. However, SBC's CMP
does not state the criteria for determining the method of implementation.

This issue is currently being addressed by Qwest and the CLECs. See CLEC-Qwest
Change Management Redesign Worldng Sessions Core Team Issues/Action Items Log
("CMP Issues Log") (OPEN) at #243, www.qwest.conijvvholsalefcmp/redesign.html
(Redesign Documentation/ Regulatory CR Implementation Language). See also Master
Red-Lined CLEC-Qwest CMP Re-Design Framework Interim Draft - 03-07-02 ("Qwest
CMP") at § 3. 1. Currently, it appears that there are two methods of implementation,
manual and mechanized, and the criteria that will be used to determine the proposed
method of implementation include: (l) an estimated volume; (2) an estimated Level of
Effort (LOE) for implementing a manual solution, and (3) an estimated LOE for
implementing a mechanized solution. Qwest CMP at § 3.1. The LOE is to be expressed
in terms of the range of hours required to complete. Qwest CMP at § 3.1. Other criteria
may, but need not, include: (1) cost, (2) estimated volume, (3) number of CLECs, (4)
technical feasibility, (5) parity with retail, and/or effectiveness/feasibility of the manual
process. Qwest CMP at § 3. l. In deciding between mechanized and manual
implementation, the parties will consider the midpoint of each LOE range, and, if (a) the
difference between the two is less than 10% of the larger LOE and (b) Qwest did not rely
on other criteria to determine the proposed method, then the decision will be based on
majority vote. Qwest CMP at § 3.1.

If Qwest is not able to fully implement a mechanized solution on the first release, Qwest's
implementation plan for the mechanized solution may include a short-term manual work-
around until the mechanized solution can be implemented. Qwest CMP at § 3.1. A plan
to implement a manual solution may include a provision to implement a mechanized
solution if volume warrants it. Qwest CMP at § 3. l. If a CLEC disagrees with the
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proposed plan because it disagrees with Qwest's estimate of the volume, the CMP
provides a process for an exchange of positions to resolve differences. Qwest CMP at §
3. 1. There is a dispute resolution process with escalation for disagreements with the final
implementation plan. Qwest CMP at § 3.1.

2 . C o p i e s  o f  I n t e r n a l  D o c u m e n t a t i o n  r e  P r i o r i t i z a t i o n  a n d  S i z i n g

The  FCC' s  o rde rs  do  no t  addres s  whe t he r  a  B OC m us t  p rov i de  CLE Cs  w i t h  t he  B OC' s
in t e rna l  doc ument a t i on  regard ing p r i o r i t i z a t i on  and s i z i ng.  Howev er ,  t he  i s s ue  i s  whet her
s uc h  doc ument a t i on  i s  requ i red  t o  p rov i de  an  e f f i c i en t  CLE C wi t h  a  mean ingf u l
opportuni t y  to compete.  See NY Order at  1[ l  13,  TX Order at  1111119,  122,  126 (a CMP
s hou ld  prov ide  f o r  c lear ,  c omprehens i v e ,  and det a i l ed  doc ument a t i on  o f  upc oming c hange
management  in  a  reasonable manner  such that  t he ef f i c ient  compet i t or  has  a meaningfu l
oppor t un i t y  t o  c ompet e ) .  No t h i ng i n  t he  FCC's  o rders  s ugges t s  t ha t  p rov i s i on  o f  a  B OC's
in t e rna l  doc ument a t i on  regard ing pr i o r i t i z a t i on  and s i z i ng i s  par t  o f  p rov id ing an  e f f i c i en t
CLE C w i t h  a  m ean i ngf u l  oppo r t un i t y  t o  c om pe t e .

Th i s  i s s ue  i s  no t  addres s ed  i n  S B C's  CMP .  A l t hough  V er i z on ' s  CMP  des c r i bes  t he
pr i o r i t i z a t i on  proc es s ,  Ver i z on CMP § V I ,  i t  does  no t  addres s  whet her  Ver i z on mus t
p rov i de  t he  CLE Cs  w i t h  V e r i z on ' s  i n t e rna l  doc um en t a t i on  on  p r i o r i t i z a t i on .  T he  on l y
doc uments  Ver i z on i s  ob l i ga ted t o  prov ide regard ing pr i o r i t i z a t i on  re la t e  t o  doc uments  t o
be  p rov i ded  p r i o r  t o  t he  m on t h l y  " P r i o r i t i z a t i on  Wor l dng Group"  m ee t i ngs .  S ee  V e r i z on
CMP  § V I  (p r i o r  t o  t he  meet i ng,  V er i z on  d i s t r i bu t es  meet i ng mat er i a l s ,  wh i c h  i nc l ude  an
agenda,  a  pr ior i t i zed spreadsheet  o f  Ver i zon and CLEC in i t i a ted CRs ,  a  spreadsheet  o f
not  rated and  re~ ra t ed  CRs ,  and  new CLE C- i n i t i a t ed  CRs ) ,  V er i z on ' s  CM P  does  no t
ment i on  s i z i ng o r  doc ument a t i on  o f  s i z i ng.

I t  appears  that  Qwes t  and the CLECs  have resolved th is  i ssue ro the ef fec t  t hat  Qwes t  wi l l
no t  p rov i de  t he  CLE Cs  w i t h  Qwes t ' s  i n t e rna l  doc um ent a t i on  regard i ng p r i o r i t i z a t i on  and
s i z i ng.  S ee  CM P  I s s ues  Log (CLOS E D)  # 196 ,  a l t hough  CGE & Y  unders t ands  t ha t  t h i s
was  res o l v ed  ov e r  CLE C ob j ec t i ons .  T h i s  i s s ue  i s  no t  m en t i oned  i n  Qwes t ' s  CM P .  T h i s
resolut ion i s  cons is tent  wi th  t he absence in  t he FCC's  orders  of  a  requi rement  t o  prov ide
such documentat ion.

3. Status of Change When Escalation or Dispute Resolution is Invoked;
Inequitable Treatment of CLEC CRS

A.  S ta tu s  of  Ch an g e  Du r i n g  E sca l a t i on  or  D i sp u te  Resol u t i on

The FCC's  requ i rement s  regard ing CMPs  s t rongly  s ugges t  t ha t ,  genera l l y ,  a  c hange
that  is  the subjec t  of  an escalat ion or d ispute resolut ion process  should not  be
implement ed ov er  a  CLEC's  ob jec t i on  bu t  s hou ld  i ns t ead be t ab led  or  s t ay ed pend ing
resolut ion of  the escalat ion or  d ispute resolut ion process .

A key component of the FCC's CMP requirements is that the CLECs must have
substantial and continuing input, participation, and opportunity to provide feedback
regarding the design and ongoing operation of the CMP, including regarding
proposed changes. NY Order at 11106, TX Order at 11111. Thus, changes should be
implemented only after input and feedback from the CLECs. NY Order at 11106. The
CMP should provide that, after the BOC and the CLECs have exchanged ideas and
views, there will be a "go/no go" vote, a process which permits CLECs to decide
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for identifying and resolving issues related to the [CMP] in a timely manner."
Order at 11112.

whether or not to implement a new release and allows any CLEC that will be
adversely affected by the implementation of a release to request that it be delayed.
TX Order at W1 ll, l 12, 116. The "go/no Qo" procedure should include "a process

TX

Ex c ept  f o r  emergenc y  c hanges ,  wh ic h  requ i re  on l y  adv anc e not i f i c a t i on ,  a  c hange
may  not  be implemented unless  there i s  consensus  to  do so between the BOC and the
CLECs .  NY  Order  a t  ' 1116,  TX  Order  a t  I ;  111.  Bec aus e a  c ons ens us  does  not
requi re  unanimi t y ,  i t  appears  that  a  change that  i s  suppor ted by  the BOC and a
c ons ens us /maj  rar i t y  o f  t he  CLECs  may  be implemented ov er  a  CLEC's  ob jec t i on .
Howev e r ,  t he  " go / no  go "  p rov i s i on  a l l ows  an  ob j ec t i ng CLE C t o  de f e r
imp lement a t i on  o f  t he  c hange as  t o  t ha t  CLEC pend ing res o lu t i on  o f  t he  d i s put e
through a dispute resolut ion process .  TX Order at  1111111,  l  12,  l  16.  Indeed,  the
"go / no  go"  p roc edure  s hou ld  i nc lude a  d i s pu t e  res o lu t i on  p roc es s .  S ee TX  Order  a t
11112 ( t he "go/no go"  proc edure s hou ld  i nc lude "a  proc es s  f or  i dent i f y ing and
res o l v i ng i s s ues  re l a t ed  t o  t he  [ CM P ]  i n  a  t i m e l y  m anner " ) .  The  B OC m ay  p roc eed
wi t h  t he  implementa t i on  o f  t he  c hange,  prov ided t hat  t he  BOC does  s o i n  a  way  t hat
perm i t s  t he  ob jec t i ng CLEC t o  de f er  t he  imp lement a t i on  o f  t he  c hange and t o
cont inue to  operate  under  t he pre-change condi t i ons  pending reso lu t ion o f  t he d ispute.
NY Order  at  11124.  This  appears  to be an appl i cat ion of  Vers ioning,  a process
whereby  t he BOC mainta ins  t he cur rent  and mos t  recent  vers ions  o f  t he sof tware so
that  a  CLEC can access  a prev ious  vers ion in  the event  of  an i ssue or  problem
c onc ern ing a  new re leas e.  See TX  Order  a t  11112.

Bas ed on t he  f o rego ing,  t he  CMP mus t  i nc lude a  prov i s i on  t ha t  perm i t s  an  ob jec t i ng
CLEC t o  de f er  o r  s t ay  t he  imp lement a t i on  o f  a  c hange pend ing t he  ou t c ome o f  a
d i s pute  res o lu t i on  proc es s .  The c hange may  be implemented as  t o  t he  non-ob jec t i ng
CLECs  i f  t he  BOC us es  Vers ion ing or  s ome o t her  mec han i s m t o  perm i t  t he  ob jec t i ng
CLE C t o  c on t i nue  t o  opera t e  under  t he  p re-c hange regime.

The Ver i z on CMP does  not  ex pres s l y  s t a te  what  happens  t o  t he c hange pend ing
escala t ion or  d ispute reso lu t ion.  However ,  i t  seems  to  be draf t ed based on the
assumpt ion t hat  t he change i s  not  implemented unt i l  t he f i l l ]  d i spute
res o lu t i on / es c a la t i on  p roc es s  i s  res o l v ed .  S ee  V er i z on  CMP  § X V .

The S B C CMP  prov ides  t ha t  a  c hange wi l l  no t  be  imp lement ed  un les s  and un t i l  t he
d i s put e  res o lu t i on  proc es s ,  SBC CMP § 7 . 0 ,  i s  res o l v ed i n  f av or  o f  imp lement a t i on .
See, e.g. , SBC CMP § 3.3 .  14 ( t es t ing on a change to  an ex is t ing Gateway  in ter face
wi l l  c ommenc e on ly  i f  no  F ina l  Re leas e Requi rements  d i s pute  res o lu t i on  proc es s  i s
s tar ted or  i f  such d ispute reso lu t ion process  i s  success fu l l y  conc luded) ;  SBC CMP §
3 . 3 . 16  (S B C wi l l  on l y  imp lement  a  c hange t o  an  ex i s t i ng Gat eway  i n t e r f ac e  i f  no
dispute resolut ion process  is  in i t ia ted af ter  tes t ing or  the d ispute resolut ion process
has  been  s uc c es s f u l l y  c onc luded) ;  S B C CMP  § 3 . 5 . 9  (S B C wi l l  imp lement  a  c hange
to an ex is t i ng GUI  in ter f ace on ly  i f  t here  i s  no pending d i spute  reso lu t ion process  or
af t er  t he success fu l  reso lu t ion of  t hat  process ) ,  SBC CMP § 4.2.16 ( t es t ing on new
Gateway  in ter faces  wi l l  not  s tar t  unt i l  and unless  the d ispute resolut ion process  has
been c omple t ed  and  has  been dec ided  i n  f av or  o f  imp lement a t i on) ,  S B C CMP  §
4 . 2 .  l b  ( f o l l ow ing t es t i ng,  a  new Gat eway  i n t e r f ac e  w i l l  no t  be  imp lement ed  un t i l  and
unless  the dispute resolut ion process  has  been completed and has  been dec ided in
f av or  o f  i mp l ement a t i on ) ,  S B C CMP  § 4 . 3 .  12  (a  new GUI  i n t e r f ac e  w i l l  no t  be
implemented unless  and unt i l  t he d ispute resolut ion process  has  been completed and
has  been dec ided  i n  f av or  o f  imp lement a t i on) .  S ee a l s o  S B C CMP  § 5 . 2 . 8  ( t he
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retirement of an interface will not be implemented until and unless the dispute
resolution process has been completed and has been decided in favor of
implementation).

It appears that Qwest and the CLECs are working on this issue and have proposed
extensive stay procedures. See CMP Issues Log #226;
www.qwest.com/wholsale/cmp/"redesign.html (Qwest Proposed Stav Language
Revised 02-27-02).

B. Inequitable Treatment of CLEC CRS

CMP Gap Analysis #20, cited on the issues list, suggests that the CLECs are
concerned with Qwest's ability to unilaterally impose its own CRs over the CLECs'
objections. This sub-issue regarding the inequitable treatment accorded Qwest-
initiated changes and CLEC-initiated changes is addressed in the FCC's orders.
Simply put, inequitable treatment of CRs based on the sponsor of the CR violates the
FCC's CMP requirements.

BOC-initiated changes are one of the five most common categories of changes
identified by the FCC as being subject to a CMP Agreement. NY Order at 11105, TX
Order at 11110, MA Order at 11104. Thus, as with each of the five types of changes,
Qwest~initiated changes must have a documented process for the introduction,
modification, and termination of Qwest~initiated changes and that process must
include dates and timelines for Qwest-initiated changes. TX Order at 111 10, MA Order
at 11104, Furthermore, Qwest-initiated changes, like all changes, must be prioritized
based on merit rather than on the sponsor of the change. NY Order at 11106. Thus,
the CRs need to receive equal treatment regardless of the source. Moreover, as noted
above, Qwest-initiated changes are subject to a "go/no go" vote process, which
should lessen the inequitable treatment. TX Order at W1 l 1, 112, 116. Therefore, the
FCC's CMP requirements prohibit any process whereby Qwest's CRs receive priority
over, or different treatment than, the CLEC's CRs.

Verizon's CMP provides that, although the CLECs may prioritize both CLEC and
Verizon-initiated CRs, decisions as to implementation "remain within Verizon's
discretion, consistent with applicable law and regulatory authority and resource
constraints." Verizon CMP § VIII. The CLECs' prioritization is simply one factor
that Verizon will consider in the exercise of its discretion. Verizon CMP § VIII. In
contrast, SBC's CMP does not appear to include a provision for prioritization.

CGE&Y issued Azlwol075-1 to address the fact that the previous CMP process
only allowed for the discussion and prioritization of CLEC-originated CRs. The
current version of Qwest's CMP does provide for prioritization of CLEC or Qwest-
initiated CRs regarding existing interfaces. Qwest CMP § 9.0. It does not provide
for prioritization of CLEC or Qwest-initiated CRs regarding new interfaces or the
retirement of older interfaces. Qwest CMP § 9.0, Due to issues of externally driven
timelines, separate prioritization procedures exist for regulatory changes and industry
guidelines changes. Qwest CMP § 9.1. The prioritization process appears to be
sponsor-neutral, as it allows both Qwest and the CLECs to rank the CRs and is based
on "the results of the votes received by the deadline" and "the outcome of the final
ranldng of the CR candidates." Qwest CMP § 9.2.3. Moreover, if either Qwest or a
CLEC feels that a CR was not ranked high enough, it may invoke a separate
procedure - the CMP Special Change Request Process ("SCRP") - as a fallback,
though the SCRP does not supersede the main CR process. Qwest CMP § 9.3 .
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AzIwol075-l was closed following the collaborative prioritization process
conducted during the MA release 10,0 release discussions.

4. The Criteria for a Denial of a Change Request

The FCC's orders do not directly address whether a BOC must expressly state the criteria
and the reasons for a denial of a CLEC's CR. The CMP Agreement should define the
procedure by which a CLEC should submit a CR. TX Order at *ll l l n.290. In
determining whether to accept or reject a CR, the BOC should consider factors such as
cost, cost reduction, feasibility, and user benefits. Id. However, it is not clear whether
the criteria or factors must be documented in the CMP, as the source for the criteria in the
Texas Order was an SBC affidavit. See id.

Verizon's CMP does not address this issue. Although SBC's CMP states that it will send
a requesting CLEC a "not approved status" form, it is silent as to whether the reasons for
the denial must be provided. SBC CMP App. G, § W. However, the SBC CMP does
indicate that "[I]n making a decision whether to include a CLEC [CR] in requirements,
SBC will consider such factors as feasibility, costs, user benefits[,] and cost reduction."
SBC CMP § 8.1. See also SBC CMP App. G, § W (SBC's Internal Team will use the
following criteria to evaluate the CLEC-initiated CR: (1) technical feasibility, including
whether it lines up with the direction for that particular OSS, (2) assuming that it is
technically feasible, the time and cost of the CR, and (3) the ability of the CR to tit into
the interface's schedule).

This issue appears to have been resolved by Qwest and the CLECs through an agreement
as to the reasons for a denial of a CR and the process for denying a CR. See CMP Issues
Log (CLOSED) #l18, www.qwest.comfwholsalefcmp/redesilanhtml (Redesign
Documentation/Qwest Proposed Reasons to Deny CRs - Revised 03-07-02). As of the
March 3, 2002 draft, the reasons include: (1) technologically not feasible; (2) regulatory
ruling/legal implications, (3) requested change not beneficial, (4) outside scope of CMP,
and (5) economically not feasible. See www.qwest.com/wholsale/cmp/redesignhtml
(Redesign Documentation/ Qwest Proposed Reasons to Deny CRs - Revised 03-07-02).

Gap Analysis #59, cited on the issues list, suggests that AT&T is concerned with
inequitable treatment between Qwest-initiated CRs and CLEC-initiated CRs.
Specifically, AT&T asserts that Qwest has the ability to unilaterally reject a CLEC's CR
whereas a CLEC cannot reject a Qwest-initiated CR; that Qwest's CRs proceed over
CLEC objections and force the CLECs to use the dispute resolution process whereas the
opposite is not true, and that the CLECs must use the dispute resolution process both to
advance their own CRs when rejected by Qwest and to oppose Qwest's CRs when Qwest
ignores the CLEC's objections, whereas Qwest does not need ro resort to the dispute
resolution procedures. The issues raised in Gap Analysis #59 are addressed by the FCC's
orders and are similar to those addressed in Issue #CB, supra. To the extent that AT&T's
issues as set forth in Gap Analysis #59 are legitimate, it would appear that the practices
complained of contradict the FCC's CMP requirements.

CGE&Y believes that AT&T's assertion, as stated above, may in part be based on a
misunderstanding of the underlying issue. When a CR is initiated by a CLEC, Qwest's
internal systems development staff evaluates it, and will make a determination as to
whether to "accept" or "reject" it based on the criteria listed above: (l) technologically
not feasible, (2) regulatory ruling/legal implications; (3) requested change not beneficial,
(4) outside scope of CMP; and (5) economically not feasible. Since it is not their own
systems development personnel who will be performing the actual work, and they don't
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have visibility into Qwest's internal back-end systems, CLECs must initiate CRs without
prior knowledge of the above five criteria, "in the blind" so to speak. If Qwest chooses to
"reject" a CR based upon one of these criteria, it will provide the CLEC with the rationale
for said "rejection." On the other hand, when Qwest submits a CR it has already done the
analysis that it would do a CLEC-initiated CR after submission. Therefore, the CRs that
Qwest initiates would have already passed the five "rejection" criteria before submission
or the CR would never have made it to the CMP in the first place. This follows a
standard Information Technology practice of screening CRs and evaluating them before
placing them under Change Control.

Despite CGE8cY's disagreement with AT&T's characterization of this issue, Qwest
cannot ignore the objections raised by the CLEC's regarding Qwest-initiated changes, as
the CLECs must have the opportunity for meaningful participation in the CMP. The FCC
is "concerned about the impact of a BOC disregarding input from [CLECs] on [CMP]
issues...," NY Order at 11124, and has cautioned "BOCs against the use of any process
that would effectively nullify the standard procedures outlined in the formal change
management documentation." TX Order at 1[l3 l. Thus, the FCC requires that the CMP
include a provision for the substantial and continuing input, participation, and feedback of
competing carriers regarding the design and ongoing operation of the CMP, including for
proposed changes. NY Order at 11106, TX Order at 111 l l. Not only must the CLECs have
input in the design of the CMP Agreement, but they must also "continue to participate
meaningfully in its operation." MA Order at 11107. During the meetings, the BOC and
the CLECs should develop and maintain a detailed chart of CLEC's requests for action on
certain CMP issues, track the status of the problems, and note the BOC's actions to
address the issues. NY Order at 11124. The BOC must respond to a CLEC's concerns in a
timely and effective manner. TX Order at 11123. Thus, the CMP must provide a process
by which the CLEC's can voice their concerns and receive a timely response from the
BOC.

The CMP should include provisions for (1) prioritization of changes, reached by
consensus, based on merit rather than on the identity of the sponsor of the change, and (2)
a "go/no go" vote, which is a process for competitors to decide whether or not to
implement a new release and permits any carrier that will be adversely affected by the
implementation of a release to request that it be delayed." NY Order at 11106, TX Order
at W1 l l, l 12, 116. The "go/no go" procedure should include "a process for identifying
and resolving issues related to the [CMP] in a timely manner." TX Order at 11 l 12.

The FCC's requirement that 0west-initiated changes, like all changes, must be prioritized
based on merit rather than on the sponsor of the change, NY Order at 11106, suggests that
the CRs need to receive equal treatment regardless of the source. Thus, Qwest's veto
power must be structured such that both Qwest and the CLECs have similar authority
while sharing the burden of resorting to the dispute resolution process. The "go/no go"
vote process, TX Order at W1 l l, 112, l 16, appears to prevent a BOC from implementing
a change over a CLEC's objection.4 Under the "go/no go" procedure, CLEC's could
reject Qwest-initiated CRs and Qwest would then have to utilize the dispute
resolution/escalation processes to obtain approval to implement such a change. Because
this is the same process that the CLECs must go through when Qwest objects to a CLEC#

4 As noted in [sue #PA, under the "go/no go" procedure, an objecting CLEC can defer implementation of a change pending resolution of
the issue through the dispute resolution process. Texas Order at ill 12. The BOC may proceed with the implementation of a change as to
those CLECs not invoking the dispute resolution process, provided that die BOC does so in a way that permits the objecting CLEC to defer
the implementation of the change and to continue to operate under the pre~change conditions pending resolution of the dispute. NY Order at
11124. This appears to be an application of Versioning, a process whereby the BOC maintains the current and most recent versions of the
software so that a CLEC can access a particular version in the event of an issue concerning a new release. See TX Order at '| i 1'>_
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initiated change, a proper equitable balance will have been created. Thus, the inclusion of
this FCC-approved provision would appear to address AT&T's concerns, as it would
level the playing field by applying the same procedures to both Qwest and the CLECs.

Qwes t ' s  c ur ren t  CMP  appears  t o  p rov ide  f o r  s ubs t an t i a l  CLE C inpu t  and  par t i c i pa t i on .
See Qwes t  CMP §§ 3 . 0  (CR in i t i a t i on  proc es s ) ,  8 . 0  (meet i ngs ) ,  9 . 0  (p r i o r i t i z a t i on) ,  13 . 0
(escalat ion) ,  14.0 (d ispute resolut ion process ) .

5 . C l e a r  D e f i n i t i o n  f o r  t h e  D e s c r i p t i o n  o f  t h e  O u t p u t  o f  E a c h  S t e p  o f  t h e  C M P

The i ssue,  as  desc r ibed more fu l l y  i n  Gap Analys is  # # l21-23,  re la tes  t o  a  perce ived
i m prec i s i on  i n  t he  l anguage  rega rd i ng Qwes t ' s  l ev e l  o f  e f f o r t  ( " LOE " ) .  S ee  a l s o  CM P
I s s ues  Log (OPEN)  # 2 l4 .  The FCC has  addres s ed t he  l ev e l  o f  p rec i s ion  i t  ex pec t s  i n  t he
documentat ion:  i t  should be c lear ,  comprehens ive,  and conta in  deta i l  suf f i c ient  t o  enable
an e f f i c i en t  c ompet i t o r  t o  modi f y  or  des ign t he i r  s y s tems  s o t hey  c an c ommunic ate  wi t h
t he  B OC' s  OS S  and  any  re l ev an t  i n t e r f ac es .  T X  Orde r  a t  W119 ,  122 .  Howev er ,  t he
FCC's  orders  have not  set  f or th  any  deta i led requi rements  for  t h is  i ssue.

This issue is not addressed in either Verizon's CMP or SBC's CMP. Because of the
subjective nature of the issue and due to the fact that the CMP is a work in progress, it is
not clear whether this issue has been addressed in Qwest's CMP. Qwest has agreed, in
principle, to provide certain details of the output of various CMP steps, but at this stage
CGE&Y cannot comment on the ultimate outcome of this effort.

6. Identification of Changes That Impact CLECs and the Processes for Those
Changes

There is no requirement that the CMP have a separate process to specifically identify and
address any changes that impact CLECs. The FCC has categorized the changes by their
source as opposed to by their impact. Thus, the CMP should have a process for each of
the five types of changes: (1) emergency changes, (2) regulatory changes, (3) changes in
industry standards, (4) changes initiated by the BOC, and (5) changes requested by a
competitor. TX Order at 11110, MA Order at1104. Each of these types of changes will
necessarily cover those that impact CLECs. Moreover, except for an emergency change,
which only requires advance notice, and a regulatory change, which is not likely subject
to the approval of either the BOC or the CLECs, each change must be subject to advance
notification, documentation, consensus, and the "go/no go" policy. NY Order at 1[116,
TX Order at W1 l 1, 112, 116, 130. Because there is a process to address each of the five
types of changes, the CMP will necessarily account for changes that impact CLECs.
Therefore, the provision of a process for each of these types of changes would seem to
preclude the necessity of having an additional process just to identify and govern changes
that impact CLECs. Nevertheless, nothing in the FCC's orders prohibits a CMP from
having such a process.

With respect to the process for a change that is agreed to by the BOC and the CLECs but
results in an unanticipated effect on one or more CLECs after implementation, although
the FCC does not directly address this particular scenario, several aspects of the FCC's
CMP requirements are instructive, The required pre-release opportunity to use the BOC's
testing environment should reduce the likelihood of such unintended, unknown impacts.
See TX Order at 11132 (requiring the BOC to provide pre-release access to a stable testing
environment that mirrors the production environment to ensure that the CLEC's OSS will
interact "smoothly and effectively with the BOC's OSS"). However, if such an
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unin tended,  unknown consequence occurs ,  t he CMP Agreement ' s  normal  processes  f or
t ha t  c hange wi l l  l i k e l y  remain  app l i c ab le .  For  ex ample ,  i f  t he  c hange i s  BOC- in i t i a t ed ,
agreed-upon by  the CLECs ,  and resul t s  in  an unant ic ipated ef fec t o n  a  C L E C , the process
for  BOC- in i t i a ted changes  and the genera l  pr inc ip les  set  f or t h  by  t he FCC should remain
appl i cable.  Thus ,  a t  leas t  two th ings  should occur .  F i rs t ,  t he CLEC should have access  to
the prev ious  vers ion through the BOC's  Vers ion ing procedures ,  TX  Order  a t  W1 12,  l  15,
wh i c h  w i l l  a l l ow t he  CLE C t o  c on t i nue  opera t i ons  un in t e r rup t ed  pend ing t he  res o lu t i on  o f
t he prob lem.  Second,  t he CLEC and the BOC mus t  t hen work  t ogether  t o  reso lve t he
problems  in  a  t imely  f ash ion.  See TX  Order  a t  11112 ( t he "go/no go"  procedure should
inc lude "a process  for  ident i f y ing and reso lv ing i s sues  re la ted to  t he [CMP]  in  a  t imely
manner" ) ,  TX Order at  11140 (c i t ing an example of  a t imely  resolut ion to a pos t -re lease
problem).  Therefore,  i t  appears  that  the CMP should inc lude a process  for  th is  pos t -
implementat ion problem solv ing,  that  th is  process  should be made part  of  the processes  in
place for  each type of  change,  and that  the process  should inc lude a t imel ine for
respons iveness  and resolut ion.

This  i s sue i s  not  addressed in  Ver i zon 's  CMP.  SBC's  CMP s ta tes  t hat  i t  covers  "changes
t o  OSS in t e r f ac es  t ha t  a f f ec t  CLECs '  p roduc t i on  or  t es t  env i ronment s . "  SBC CMP § 3 . 1 .
Such changes  may  inc lude (1)  operat ions  changes  to ex is t ing func t ional i t y  that  impac t  the
CLEC in tedaces  on SBC's  re lease date ,  (2)  t echnology  changes  t hat  requ i re  CLECs  to
make changes  to  meet  new technica l  requi rements ,  (3)  addi t ional  f unc t ional i t y  changes
t hat  may  be us ed a t  t he  CLEC's  opt i on ,  and (4)  regu la t ory  c hanges .  SBC CMP §§ 3 . 1 . 1-
3.  1 .4.  However,  because these changes are at  the core of  SBC's  CMP,  there is  no
separate or  spec i f i c  process  to ident i f y  CLEC-impac t ing changes  or  to address  an
unex pec t ed  CLE C- i m pac t i ng c hange ,

I t  appears  that  Qwes t 's  proposed CMP addresses  th is  by  c reat ing four  categor ies  of
sever i t y  levels ,  whereby  the impac t  of  the loss  of  func t ional i t y  is  assessed,  documented,
and rank ed f or  c or rec t i on .  See Qwes t ' s  CMP at  § 11.5 .

7. The Proper Meeting(s) at Which to Address a CR that Impacts Both an OSS
Interface and Process

This issue is not addressed in the CMP sections of the FCC's orders, Verizon's CMP, or
SBC's CMP. Qwest and the CLECs have been addressing this issue, though it has not
been resolved. See CMP Issues Log (OPEN) # 163. The current version of the CMP
contains a provision for a CLEC to introduce a product/process CR by emailing a CR
form to Qwest's Product/Process CMP Manager and the CR is then handled through the
CMP process. Qwest's CMP § 3.3.

8. CMP Product/Process Issues; Reliance on SGATs; Impact of PCATs

The CMP sec t ions  of  t he FCC's  orders  do not  address  re l iance on SGATs ,  references  to
PCATs ,  changes  to  SGATs  through PCATs ,  or  P roduc t /P rocess  i ssues .  Par t  o f  I ssue # 9,
a n d  m u c h  o f.CMP Gap Analys is  # # 20-22,  114,  re ferences  the "not i ce and go"  process
us ed by  Qwes t  t o  un i l a t e ra l l y  impos e produc t / p roc es s  c hanges  on t he  CLECs .  A l t hough
the CMP sec t ions  of  the FCC's  orders  address  the uni la tera l  impos i t ion of  changes ,  the
FCC ' s  o rders have been l imi ted to a discuss ion of  changes  to [he OSS and have not
addressec lproduc t /process  changes . Accordingly ,  to the ex tent  that  a change is  to a
produc t /process  only  and does  not  requi re a change to the OSS,  the FCC's  orders  are
s i lent  and therefore appear to be inappl icable.  However,  to  the ex tent  that  a
produc t /process  change impac ts  the OSS and requi res  a change to the OSS,  the FCC's
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orders would be applicable and dispositive. The FCC's provisions for changes that
impact the OSS are discussed in the following paragraphs.

I s sues  re la ted to  t he un i la tera l  impos i t ion of  changes  are addressed by  the FCC's  CMP
requ i rem en t s  f o r  CLE C' s  I npu t  and  P a r t i c i pa t i on  i n  t he  CM P .  A l t hough  no t h i ng i n  t he
FCC orders  d i rec t l y  d i s c us s es  c hanges  t o  S GA Ts  t h rough P CA Ts , to the extent  that  these
changes  do indeed impac t  t he CLEC5 and requi re  t hem to make changes  to  t he OSS, t he
S GA T c hanges  wou ld  appear  t o  be  s ub jec t  t o  t he  CMP .  There f o re ,  t he  CLE Cs  mus t  hav e
subs tant ia l  i nput  in to  the proposed changes  before they  are implemented.  To the extent
that  i t  impac ts  on OSS,  Qwes t ' s  "not i c e  and go"  proc es s  i s  i ns uf f i c i en t  under  t he  FCC's
C M P  r e g i m e .

A CMP Agreement should address the processes for the five most common categories of
changes, including changes initiated by the BOC. NY Order at 11105, TX Order at 111 10,
MA Order at 11104. A key component of the FCC's CMP requirements for these
processes is that the CLECs must have substantial and continuing input and participation
regarding the design and ongoing operation of the CMP, including for proposed changes.
NY Order at 11106, TX Order at 11111. Not only must the CLECs have input in the design
of the CMP Agreement, but they must also "continue to participate meaningfully in its
operation." MA Order at 11107. Thus, the CMP should include provisions for (1) joint
development of a schedule for the distribution of draft specifications, receipt of a
competltor's comments, and distribution of final documents based on consensus, (2) a
forum for discussion, including monthly meetings, (3) priority, reached by consensus,
based on merit rather than on the identity of the sponsor of the change, (4) requirement
that the BOC provide the competitors with a plan outlining future modifications for the
next year, and (5) a "go/no go" vote. NY Order at 11106, TX Order at W111, 112, 116.
During the meetings, the BOC and the CLECs should develop and maintain a detailed
chart of CLEC's requests for action on certain CMP issues, track the status of the
problems, and note the BOC's actions to address the issues. NY Order at 11124. The
BOC must respond to a CLEC's concerns in a timely and effective manner. TX Order at
11123.

Further, except for emergency changes, which require only advance notification, and
regulatory changes which must be implemented despite objections, all OSS-related
changes should be implemented only after consensus has been reached. NY Order at
1[l 16, TX Order at 11 l l l. This concept is implemented by the inclusion of a provision for
a "go/no go" vote (covered in Qwest's Prioritization process and including the "Sizing"
meeting), a process which permits CLECs to decide whether or not to implement a new
release and any CLEC that will be adversely affected by the implementation of a release
to request that it be delayed." TX Order at W1 l l, 112, l 16. The "go/no go" procedure
should include "a process for identifying and resolving issues related to the [CMP] in a
timely manner." TX Order at 1]l12.

Based on the foregoing requirements, changes should be implemented only after
substantial input and feedback from the CLECs and, except for emergency and regulatory
changes, only after consensus has been reached. NY Order at W106, l 16, TX Order at
111 l 1.

The produc t / p roc es s  i s s ues  are  not  addres s ed in  e i t her  Ver i z on ' s  CMP or  SBC's  CMP.
Whi le these issues  have begun to be addressed in Qwes t 's  CMP,  there are s t i l l  subs tant ia l
areas  of  d isagreement .
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Issues Parties Agreed on Conceptually

Criteria to determine method of implementing regulatory changes

u
Agreement must be reached at monthly Systems CMP meeting by Qwest and CLECs that a
change request constitutes a Re late change.

|
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9. Process to Manage Changes to Performance Reporting Calculations;
Overlaps Between CMP Redesign and CPAP-Like Procedures

The FCC's orders address the concept of metrics, a methodology for reporting
compliance with various requirements including the time intervals for notification,
documentation, and implementation of a change. NY Order at ill 13, MA Order at 1[l05.
However, the orders do not directly address changes to the performance reporting
calculations or whether a process is required to manage such changes. The issues related
to the overlap between the CMP Redesign and CPAP-like procedures are likewise not
addressed in the CMP sections of the FCC's orders.

These issues are not addressed in either Verizon's CMP or SBC's CMP. Although these
precise issues have not yet been addressed by Qwest's CMP, and in fact have been
identified as a possible future impasse item, the CMP suggests that the parties
contemplate a process (not drafted as of the March 7, 2002 CMP) for changes to the
actual CMP itself, See Qwest's CMP §§ 1.0, 7.4

10. Necessity of a Process for Addressing a Non-Coding Change

This issue is not addressed in the CMP sections of the FCC's orders, as the FCC's orders
do not distinguish between coding and non-coding changes. Rather, the FCC's orders
distinguish changes based on the source or impetus of the change. Thus, the FCC has
divided changes into five categories: (1) emergency changes, (2) regulatory changes, (3)
changes in industry standards, (4) changes initiated by the BOC, and (5) changes
requested by a competitor. TX Order at 11110, MA Order at 'lil04. Accordingly, the
FCC's orders do not appear to require a CMP to include a process to specifically address
non~coding changes.

This issue is not addressed in either Verizon's CMP or SBC's CMP. Although the CMP
Issues Log indicates that Qwest is prepared to discuss and close this issue, it has not been
closed or addressed in Qwest's CMP as of the publication of this report. See CMP Issues
Log #137, Qwest's CMP.

CMP's Role in Rate Changes or Rate "Validation"
This issue is not addressed in the CMP sections of the FCC's orders, in Verizon's CMP,
or in SBC's CMP. This has not yet been addressed in detail in Qwest's CMP Redesign.

5.2.2 Issues Conceptually Agreed Upon

There are still many issues to be agreed upon by the CMP Re-design team in the
next several months. During the CMP Re-design meetings held March 5-7, 2002 the
re-design team reached conceptual agreement on several issues identified by AT&T
in AT&T'S LIST OF PRIORITY CMP ISSUES filed with the Arizona Corporation
Commission on March 5, 2002. These issues are reflected in the following table.
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Issues Parties Agreed on Conceptuallv

General rule is Qwest shall implement a mechanized solution for a Regulatory change,
unless all parties agree otherwise.

Ar this meeting Qwest is to propose implementation plan for compliance and provide cost
analysis to include a description of the work to be performed and any estimates Qwest has
performed for both manual and mechanized solutions.

A Regulatory change request will implemented by a manual solution in one of the following
exceptions exists:

P

a) mechanized solution is not technically feasible

b) there is significant difference in the costs for manual and mechanized.

The parties in attendance at the CMP meeting will vote whether Exception A or B apply

Any party that disagrees with the majority decision may initiate the dispute resolution
process under the CMP. The majority decision will apply unless the outcome of a dispute
alters such decision,

•Provide a decision on whether ro provide copies of west documentation reeardina trio tizati I

and sizing. This issue includes completion of the prioritization process within CMP.

Qwest's Position: No internal documentation (e.g., methods and procedures) will be shared
with CLECs regarding procedures such as prioritization and sizing.
Consensus on concept. The Redesign team agreed in principle to the prioritization process
for OSS Interfaces and the Special Change Request Process (SCRP)-

CLECs and Qwest may prioritize CLEC-initiated change requests. In addition, parties may
prioritize Industry Guideline and Regulatory change requests if it is determined that the
changes can be implemented in more than one release and still meet the mandate or
recommended implementation date.

If a change request is ranked low, a party may choose to filly fund the implementation of

that change by using the SCRP. SCRP changes will be included in the release for the
affected OSS Interface.

What is the status of a change when the escalation or dispute resolution is invoked? E bedded
within this issue is the imbalance in treatment that CLEC CRs receive versus Owest CRs'1

Consensus on concept. The Redesign team agreed in principle to the following:

If a CLEC invokes the dispute resolution process on a Qwest-initiated Product/Process
change and requests that implementation is delayed as part of the dispute resolution process,
Qwest will delay implementation for 30 days.

A private arbitrator may be used to determine whether Qwest must delay implementation of
the change pending the determination of the CLEC's request for delay as part of the dispute
resolution process.

Losing party pays the costs of the arbitrator. (CLECs asked whether an arbitrator provided
by a state Commission would be considered to resolve a disputed issue. Qwest agreed to
consider the issue and investigate iiuther applicable state rules and procedures.)

Potential deal breaker. CLECs are concerned that the availability of a delay in implementation
is limited to Product/Process changes that Qwest is required to initiate by submitting a change
request. Qwest proposed four levels for a product/process change.
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Issues Parties Agreed on Conceptually

Level 1 changes are defined as changes that do not alter CLEC operating procedures or are
time critical corrections. No change request will be initiated.

Level 2 changes have minimal effect on CLEC operating procedures. No change request
will be initiated.

Level 3 changes have moderate effect on CLEC operating procedures and require more
lead-time before implementation than Level 2 type of changes. No change request will be
initiated.

Level 4 changes have a major effect on existing CLEC operating procedures or require the
development of new procedures, A change request will be initiated.

CLECs are requesting that Levels 3 and 4 be combined and that they require Qwest to submit a
change request. This issue will be resolved when the parties discuss the process for Qwest-
initiated Product/Process changes.

Improvement Implementation Date(s)

Standard Naming Convention August 2001

Web Site Improvements
- DesiI

October 2001

Customer Notification Letter Archive -. Searchable
website database

January 2002

CMP Process Improvements
- CR Clarification Meetings
- Meeting Distribution Package
- Meeting Minutes
- CR Tracking and Reporting Database
- CR Project Management

August - November 2001

in '

Escalation and Dispute Resolution Process Redesign
Improvements

- Process
- Web Site

November 2001

Interim Exception Process September 2001

OSS Interface 12 Month Development View November 200 l

CLEC/Qwest Initiated OSS Interface CR Process
Redesign Improvements

- Process
-. Font

October -. November 2001

J
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5.2.3 Qwest Process Improvements and Implementation Dates

To date there are numerous issues the CMP Redesign team has reached agreement
on and Qwest has implemented or begun to implement these processes. The
following table reflects the improvements and implementation dates as of February
15, 2002 as stated in Qwest's Exhibit B CHANGE MANAGEMENT PROCESS
IMPROVEMENTS 11-26-01 REVISED 2-15-02.DOC.
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Improvement Implementation Date(s)

CLEC Initiated Product and Process CR Process
Redesign Improvements

- Process
- Form

October - November 2001

PCAT Red-Line Started November 2001

Tech-Pub Red-Line Started October 2001

Point of Contact List October 2001

Established CMP Full Day Meetings October 2001

Prioritization of Qwest Originated OSS Interface
CRs

August -- November 2001
Language scheduled to be
completed in Redesign in

Februa 2002

Introduction of New OSS Interface Ready when applicable

Web Tool to SupportCLEC Comments November 2001

Retirement of OSS Interface Ready when applicable

Changes to an Existing OSS Application to
Application Interface

- Draft Technical Specifications Walkthrough
- CLEC Comment Cycle
- Final Technical Specifications
- CLEC Testing

Effective with MA 10.0 Release

Changes to an Existing GUI
- Draft User Guide
- CLEC Comment Cycle
- Final User Guide

Effective with MA 10.0 Release

OSS MA EDI Versioning In Effect

Interface Testing Environment

- SATE

SATE Available with MA 9.0

I
_

Master Redline language agreed to
February 5-7 Redesi

Production Support Implemented Februa 2002

Technical Escalation Process Process agreed to in Redesign
February 5-7

I

r
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6 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

As previously mentioned, within the scope of CGE&Y's Arizona §271 OSS test and the narrow
purview of the Arizona TSD, Qwest's previous process already satisfied most objectives.
Realizing the process had some shortcomings, CGE&Y issued IWis to address what CGE&Y
believed to be the root cause of these shortcomings.

The principal IWO addressing the root cause of the CMP deficiencies was Azlwol075-l, which
dealt with the non-collaborative nature of the entire process. The basis of this IWO was not that
the CLECs lacked the ability to request changes to Qwest's OSS (TSD objective 6. 1.1.3 [d]), but
that the CLECs only had the ability to discuss, prioritize, and vote on Qwest-orzginated changes
to Qwest's OSS. The IWO pointed out that CLEC-originated CRs statistically have made up a
small percentage of overall CRs included in systems releases since the CMP was established, and
that CLECs had virtually no insight into Qwest's own internal development efforts whatsoever.

The redesigned process, even though only in interim form, has already taken a Maj or step toward
addressing this deficiency, As previously mentioned, Qwest-originated CRs were included in the
list of CRs for CLEC/Qwest prioritization for MA release 10.0. The process was not perfect.
Qwest put forth a number of CRs that it viewed as Regulatory and thus exempt from the
prioritization process, the CLECs objected. Eventually, clarification meetings were convened
and the list of Regulatory CRs being presented by Qwest was shortened considerably. The fact
that this process worked as it did, demonstrates that CLECs now have an ability to discuss,
prioritize and vote on CLEC-originated changes, which - as noted above - was the deficiency
cited in AZIWOI075-1 .

The second IWO CGE&Y issued, AZIW01076-1, related to the length of time it took CRs to
make it through the process even as far as the prioritization stage. Qwest already took steps
toward addressing this IWO before the redesign effort was initiated. A separate Product/Process
CMP was created, an overall Director of Change Management was hired and given the requisite
authority with which to direct Qwest resources related to systems or other changes, emphasis was
placed on better attendance of meetings by Qwest subject matter experts, and the CMP website
and meeting materials were greatly improved. With the dramatic expansion of the CMP charter
under the redesign process, it is difficult to say whether the CR lifecycle will continue to shorten
or not, however CGE&Y feels that the improvements made thus far have been sufficient.

CGE&Y issued AZIWOI078 to address the length of time it took Qwest to provide
CLECs with final EDI design documentation in advance of a release. In the past, final
documentation had not been published to CLECs until less than a month prior to a
release, giving them insufficient time to program their side of the interface to match
Qwest's changes. The language in the Master Redline CMP Re-Design Framework
document currently reads: "Qwest's planned implementation date will be at least 45
calendar days from the date of̀  the final release requirement, unless the exception process
has been invoked. Implementation timeline for the release will not begin until final
specifications are provided." The soonest this could be implemented would be with MA
release 10.0, so CGE&Y has not had the opportunity to verify that the 45-day deadline
will be met. It must be noted that 45 calendar days is in line with the industry norm.

Reference: TE~0002 Date:March 25, 2002

This report may be used only as authorized by the commission. This report is subject to further revision by CGE&Y and shall
not be deemed Final until CGE&Y issues its #pal report in this proceeding and that Hna/ report is re/eased by the commission.



Q Qwest Change Management Process Redesign Evaluation Page 44

Qwest's CMP is an important forum, perhaps the most important forum, for CLECs to
bring OSS and product/process issues to Qwest's attention and to the attention of other
CLECs, and to be able to ensure that Qwest continues to provide CLECs a meaningful
opportunity to compete by fully communicating proposed changes to its OSS. The FCC
has recognized this fact in other jurisdictions by outlining what it considers to be the
basic requirements for a BOC's wholesale systems Change Management Process. For
this reason the CLEC community is striving to redesign the CMP in a way that gives
them the greatest possible input into the changes that affect its business.

In reaching conclusions regarding the state of Qwest's CMP redesign, CGE&Y had to
rely on the most reliable standards available. Those standards, as described throughout
this document, are:

Change Management "Best Practices"
The Arizona MTP and TSD
The FCC requirements for Change Management
Applicable State Orders where §27 l approval has already been granted to the
incumbent carrier

In various CLEC briefs and pleadings on the subject of the redesign of Qwest's CMP,
CGE&Y has found that the standard being used to judge both the redesign process and
the finished product is the totality of what the CLEC community wants from the process.
This also appears to be the standard that is being applied in other tests underway in
Qwest territory. Against such a standard, CGE&Y agrees that there is much work to be
done and the process is far from meeting CLEC needs.

CGE&Y believes that this is an unreasonable standard to apply. CGE&Y has applied
more reasonable standards that, moreover, have been approved and tested in other
jurisdictions. Ultimately, it will be for the ACC to decide which of the two standards
will prevail in this proceeding.

CGE&Y makes the following points regarding the CMP redesign effort

•

•

•

It is a collaborative process with both sides provided ample opportunity to present ideas

The effort still has a few months of work left, but acceptable progress is made at each
redesign meeting

The redesign meetings themselves are amplyattended by subject matter experts from
Qwest

The CMP as it exists today already is sufficient to address the deficiencies highlighted in
AZIW01075-1, AZIW01076-1, and AZIW01078

In encompassing changes to products and processes, the Qwest CMP exceeds the objectives
set forth by the Arizona MTP and TSD, the various State Orders, and the FCC requirements
for Change Management
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Abbreviation Description

ACC |Arizona Co oration Cormnission

ATIS Alliance for Telecommunications Induct Solutions

BOC Bell Operating Company

CGE&Y Cap Gemini Telecom Media and Networks U.S., Inc.

CICMP Co-Provider Industry Change Management Process

CLEC Competitive Local Exchange Carrier

CMP Change Management Process

CR Change Request

DOD ' oD armament of Defense

EDI Electronic Data Interchange

FCC Federal Communications Commission

GUI Graphical User Interface

MA Interconnected Mediated Access

Iwo Incident Work Order

LEC Local Exchange Carrier

LOE Level of Effort

MTP Master Test Plan

OBF Ordering and Billing Forum

OSS Operations Support Systems

PAP Performance Assurance Plan

PID Performance Indicator Definitions

POC Point of Contact

SATE Stand Alone Test Environment

SBC ISouthwest Bell Co oration

TSD Test Standards Document
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APPENDIX A .- GLOSSARY
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PROFESSIONS AND SERVICE LINES - GLOBAL DELIVERY

DELIVER is the name of the Cap Gemini Ernst &
Young international quality and delivery support
system.

DELIVER is a portfolio of frameworks, methods
and best practices to ensure effectiveness and
quality of delivery within Cap Gemini East &
Young services.

It is compatible with the ISO 9000 series of
industry standards in the area of quality
management.
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by the Arizona Corporation Commission. This restriction does not limit the right to use or disclose this
information if obtained from another source without restriction. Cap Gemini Ernst & Young make no
warranties, guarantees or commitments to any party with regard to the information disclosed herein.
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1 Functionality Test ResultsComparisoh Report

1.1 Background

The Arizona §271 Operations Support Systems (OSS) Test first began with an
extensive audit of Qwest's Performance Measurement reporting process. All
measures, every sub-measure and every dissagregation level was eventually
audited. One of the entrance criteria of the OSS functionality test was that the
measures identified in Appendix C of the Master Test Plan (MTP), the
functionality test measures (FTMs), had to "successfully pass" the Performance
Measurement Audit (PMA) prior to testing that particular measure. A process
was established to produce sections of the PMA report in phases in order to allow
testing to begin for certain products or transactions as measures were reviewed
and approved by all parties. Throughout the audit process, parties raised concerns
that although there was general agreement that the FTMs had passed the audit to
the point that Qwest appeared to perform the calculations accurately and correctly
once the data were collected, there was no validation to ensure that the data
contained within Qwest's adhoc dataset, upon which the calculations were based,
was correct and accurate. In response to this concern, CGE&Y expanded the
scope of the PMA to include the validation of Qwest's input data where possible.
This validation process is described fully in the PMA ._ Final Report.

8

In addition to the PMA, section 7.3.4 of the Test Standards Document (TSD)
requires that the Test Administrator (TA) perform an independent calculation of
the FTMs using data captured by the Pseudo-CLEC during the test. The same
measure would then be calculated using Pseudo-CLEC data contained within the
Qwest adhoc files. The purpose of this requirement is to validate that the input
data used by Qwest in calculating its monthly performance measure results is
accurate and reflects all records submitted by a CLEC and only those records and
the key data elements captured by Qwest's source systems are actually what is
experienced by the CLEC .

Another important purpose of the functionality test dealing with performance
measures waste provide results that complied with the Arizona § 271 Service
Performance Indicator Definitions (PID) for all FTMs. This purpose was to
determine the level of performance Qwest provided the Pseudo-CLEC in order to
draw parity conclusions in the case of a retail analogue or make a detennination
as to whether benchmarks were achieved. Qwest does not provide CLECs all the
data elements that are required in order to calculate most PID measures, i.e. at
least one of the required data elements are not provided. , Therefore, in an effort
to satisfy all TSD requirements in the most efficient and effective manner
possible, CGE&Y decided to first produce PID compliant measure results based
on the Qwest adhoc dataset. These results were contained in the original
distribution of section 2.5 of the OSS Final Report. This allowed for timely
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notification to the parties of any performance deficiencies identified during
testing based on Qwest's adhoc data.

Second, CGE&Y undertook an extensive data reconciliation process where all the
data elements captured by the Pseudo-CLEC through the gateway notifiers were
compared to the corresponding Qwest adhoc data element. Discrepancies were
noted using the Incident Work Order (INC) process as defined in Appendix I of
the TSD. This process was intended to verify that all the records submitted by the
Pseudo-CLEC were captured by Qwest and contained within its source data and
that the Qwest data did not contain additional or incorrect records. Any material
discrepancies identified between the Pseudo-CLEC and the Qwest adhoc data
resulted in CGE&Y replacing the adhoc data element with the Pseudo-CLEC
data. Results of this data reconciliation process are documented in CGE&Y's
Data Reconciliation Report, which is Appendix L to the OSS Final Report.
Section 2.5 results were than updated to reflect the results that would have been
obtained using the independently gathered Pseudo-CLEC data. It was CGE&Y's
opinion that this satisfied the TSD requirement to independently calculate
measures using the Pseudo-CLEC data.

Based on concerns of the Arizona Test Advisory Group (TAG) and to support the
method chosen by CGE&Y to satisfy the TSD requirement, CGE&Y prepared a
report that showed that the Psuedo-CLEC was not provided all the data elements
required to calculate a PID compliant measure for most FTMs, i.e. at least one of
the required data elements for each of those FTMs was not provided. It was
CGE&Y's position that identifying one required element supported the method
chosen by CGE&Y to satisfy the TSD requirement. Upon submission of this
report to the TAG, a subsequent request was made by the Arizona Corporation
Commission (ACC) staff and the TAG for more details concerning PID required
data elements and which ones CGE&Y had relied solely on the adhoc data for
calculating results, This request resulted in CGE&Y's PID Data Element
Summary Report. This very detailed and complex report raised concerns from
the parties that were mainly due to the format chosen for the report. It appeared
that from the format CGE&Y had relied heavily on the Qwest adhoc data even
when independent data was gathered and available from the Pseudo-CLEC. Due
to the confusion, CGE&Y agreed to revise the appendix to the PID Data Element
Summary Report, which resulted in a second version being distributed to the
parties. ,

One of the major changes to Appendix A of the PID Data Element Summary
Report between the two versions was that CGE8cY added two additional
columns. One column was intended to designate for each data element whether
the element was returned to the P-CLEC via the gateway notifiers and validated
as part of the data reconciliation process. The second column designated that the
data element was gathered by the Pseudo-CLEC as part of the functionality test
by a means other than the gateway notifiers. How this element was compared to
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the corresponding Qwest adhoc data element is described in the final column of
the matrix. It was through evaluating this column of the matrix that it became
evident to CGE&Y that several critical data elements or a reasonable alternative
(Ag. LSR submitted times observed by the P-CLEC could be used as a substitute
for the PID required application date in calculating OP-4) was gathered by the
Pseudo-CLEC as part of testing but was not included as part of the data
reconciliation process. Based on this finding, and a request from the ACC staff
and its consultants, Doherty and Company, Inc. (DCl),CGE&Y agreed to produce
this report where aggregated measure results will be presented for both the
Pseudo-CLEC data and Qwest adhoc data in order to validate these other key data
elements. This report, along with the other reports mentioned above presents a
full analysis of every aspect of Qwest's performance measurement reporting
process and fully satisfies all the requirements of the MTP and TSD.

1.2 Purpose

The commission staff and its consultants, DCI, have requested CGE&Y to
identify aggregated measures that correspond to each of the FTMs, in which the
Pseudo-CLEC gathered all the necessary data elements from the functionality test
to perform an independent calculation. CGE&Y will then calculate results for the
same defined measure using the raw data from the Qwest adhoc file. The purpose
of this task is to compare results obtained using the Pseudo-CLEC's data with the
results achieved using Qwest's adhoc to validate that the source data Qwest uses
to provide its monthly performance measure results contains the correct data
elements. This request consists of the following:

J

J

J

J

J

Utilizing Appendix A of the PID Data Element Summary Report, prepare an
alternate dehnitionfor each PID measure listed in Appendix C of the MTP,
the FTMs, for which the Pseudo-CLEC independently gathered all the
necessary elements to perform the calculation.

Determine the formula to be utilized for calculating the Pseudo-CLEC results
and the Qwest adhoc results for each FTM.

Using raw data from the initial phase of the functionality test (i.e. retest data
'was not considered for purposes of this report unless otherwise specified),
CGE&Y will perform all the required calculations and document the results .
in the FTRC Report.

Issue IWis in accordance with Appendix I of the TSD for all material
differences between the Pseudo-CLEC results and the Qwest adhoc results
that have not been previously identified and resolved as part of the data
reconciliation process.

Upon resolution of all IWis, determine whether any issues identified require
a revision to the functionality PID results documented in Section 2.5 of the
OSS Final Report.
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J Make a final determination as to the accuracy of the data contained within
the Qwest adhoc files and the overall effect on Qwest's performance
measurement reporting process.

1.3 Scope

The scope of this document is to make a comparison of key data elements
captured by the Pseudo-CLEC during the OSS timctionality test to the
corresponding element contained within Qwest's adhoc dataset.

Finally, this document provides findings on the reliability of Qwest's
performance measurement reporting process. These findings are presented in an
objective manner supported by the results generated by the calculations made
using the two different datasets,

1.4 Process
4

The processes used for this request are as follows :

Task 1:

Utilizing Appendix A of the PID Data Element Summary Report, prepare an
alternate definition for each PID measure listed in Appendix C of the MTP, the
FTMs, for which the Pseudo-CLEC independently gathered all the necessary
elements to perform the calculation.

Process:

Based on the information contained in the Qwest adhoc and the data captured
by the Pseudo-CLEC, determine an aggregated measure that can be calculated
independently for each FTM from both data sources. Document the definition
for each measure along with a general description in the Definition Section of
this report.

Task 2.-

Determine the formula to be utilized for calculating the Pseudo-CLEC results and
the Qwest adhoc results for each FTM.

Process:

For each defined measure, identify the data elements and the formula to be
used for both the calculations using the Pseudo-CLEC collected data and the
Qwest adhoc data. Document the formulae for each measure under the
Formula Section of this report.
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Task 3:

Using raw data from the initial phase of the functionality test (i.e. retest data was
not considered for purposes of this report except where specified), CGE&Y will
perform all the required calculations and document the results in the FTRC
Report.

Process:

Perform the independent calculations for both the Pseudo-CLEC raw data and
the Qwest adhoc data. Document results for each defined measure under the
Results Section of this report.

Task 4:

Prepare IWis as appropriate and forward to Qwest for investigation.

Process:

Determine from the results achieved in Task 3 above whether differences were
due to issues not previously identified and resolved. When different results are
presented, compare key data fields from both data sets to identify material
discrepancies. Document through the issuance of an IWO and forward to
Qwest for investigation and response.

Task 5.°

Make overall conclusion on the reliability of Qwest's performance measurement
reporting and re-calculate the results originally provided in Section 2.5 of the
OSS Final Report if required.

Process:

For any discrepancies identified in key data elements within the two data
sources that are not satisfactorily explained, CGE&Y will incorporate the
results originally provided in SeCtion 2.5 of the OSS Final Report into the
appropriate section of this report and perform additional calculations to reflect
the impact. CGE&Y's analysis will also be provided within the findings and
conclusions section of this report. Following the resolution of all IWis,
CGE&Y will document its overall finding in the Conclusion Section of this
report.

One important note: This report is not intended to make any reference to
measures as defined in the Arizona PID unless specifically noted. The definition
contained within this report describes how the Measure was calculated using
Pseudo-CLEC collected data in order to compare with the Qwest adhoc raw data.
The formula is intended to reflect the actual calculations made using the Pseudo-
CLEC data and that made using the Qwest adhoc data, This report is intended to
follow the same format as the PMA report except the measures themselves are
totally different. If there is a need to address an actual PID measure within the
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FTRC Report, the definition will be taken straight from the Arizona PID to avoid
any confusion. No conclusions as to Qwest's performance can be derived from
the measures defined within this report. The purpose of this report is to validate
those results found in Section 2.5 with Pseudo~CLEC captured data. However,
certain issues were identified during the analysis this resulted in a need to
recalculate the Section 2.5 results. These reported results are intended to replace
the performance results achieved during the functionality test that are found in
Section 2.5 of the OSS Final Report.

The calculations made in the sections that follow are based on information for the
same transactions (LSRs, rejects, FOCs, Jeopardies, completions, troubles, etc.)
that are contained in both the Pseudo-CLEC and Qwest adhoc data. Transactions
not included in both the Pseudo-CLEC and adhoc data sources were identified
and discussed during the data reconciliation process. (See CGE&Y's Final
Report of the Qwest OSS Test - Appendix L - Data Reconciliation Report) Only
Pseudo-CLEC collected data is used in calculating the Pseudo-CLEC results for
all measures unless specifically stated otherwise.

4
9

L
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2 Gateway Availability

2.1 GA-1 -- Gateway Availability .. IMA-GUI

Definition

The GA-1 measure reflects the total amount of down time of the IMA-GUI
interface that occurred during the scheduled available up time for the interface
during the functionality test,

Formula

4

For Pseudo-CLEC captured data, this measurement was calculated by summing
the total amount of down time observed by the Pseudo-CLEC for the IMA-GUI
interface that occurred during thescheduled available hours. For Qwest adhoc
data, this measurement was calculated by subtracting the total number of hours
and minutes the gateway was available to CLECs from the total scheduled
availability of the gateway.

g

Results

Findings and Conclusions

Based on the conditions of the test, a comparison of the Pseudo-CLEC and Qwest
adhoC data would not be expected to match. This is due to the following reasons:
(1) the Pseudo-CLEC did not monitor the entire time the gateway was active, and
(2) many outages observed by the Pseudo-CLEC were not related to gateway order
processing issues. (See §2.7 of the Data Reconciliation Report for a more complete
analysis of the differences in the above calculations)

Version 3.0 9
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2.2 GA-2 ... Gateway Availability - IMA-EDI

Definition

The GA-2 measure reflects the total amount of time the IMA-EDI interface was
unavailable to the Pseudo-CLEC during the scheduled available hours for the
interface during the functionality test.

*w

Formula

For Pseudo-CLEC captured data, this measurement was calculated by summing
the total amount of down time observed by the Pseudo-CLEC for the IMA-EDI
interface that occurred during scheduled available hours. For Qwest adhoc data,
this measurement was calculated by subtracting the total number of hours and
minutes the gateway was available to CLECs from the total scheduled availability
of the gateway.

Results 3

Findings and CoNclusions

The Pseudo-CLEC did not experience any outages during the scheduled available
hours for the EDI interface for the duration of the functionality test. Based on the
conditions of the test, a comparison of the Pseudo-CLEC and Qwest adhoc data
would not be expected to match because the Pseudo-CLEC did not monitor the
entire time the gateway was active.

Version 3.0 10
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3 Pre-Order

3.1 PO-2 -. Electronic Flow-through

Definition

The PO-2 measure reflects the percentage of electronically submitted Pseudo-
CLEC LSRs that flow-through the electronic gateway interface to the SOP
without falling out for manual intervention. This measurement is intended to
report the aggregated results for all products, interfaces, and LSRs regardless of
flow-through eligibility.

Formula

For Pseudo-CLEC captured data, the LSR flow-through percentage is calculated
by taking the number of LSRs that flowed-through and dividing by the total
number of LSRs submitted electronically by the Pseudo-CLEC that resulted in a
POC during the test period. The flow-through indicator was extracted from the
adhoc data. For Qwest adhoc data, the LSR flow-thrOugh percentage is
calculated by dividing the number of FOCs with a flow-through indicator
("FUL_ELG") equal to l by the number of LSRs with a final status of FOC.

Results

Findings and Conclusions

Results for electronic flow-through percentage using Qwest adhoc and Pseudo-
CLEC data augmented with missing flow-through indicators from the adhoc data
produced identical results.

Version 3.0 11
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3.2 PO-3 - LSR Rejection Notice Interval

Definition

The PO-3 measure reflects the average interval to provide the Pseudo-CLEC
reject notifications. This measurement is intended to report the aggregated results
for manual rejects via all interfaces. It is not possible to identify which raj ects
were rejected automatically in the Pseudo-CLEC data or identify the
corresponding auto-rejects in the adhoc data. Therefore, a comparison of adhoc
auto-rejects would not consider the same rejects, and would not be an "apples-to-
apples" comparison.

Formula

For Pseudo-CLEC captured data, the rejection notice interval is calculated by the
difference between the LSR submission date and time and the reject receipt date
and time for manual rejects. This measurement is calculated by summing the
rejection intervals for all Pseudo-CLEC LSR submissions and dividing by the
total number of Pseudo-CLEC LSR submissions rejected. For Qwest adhoc data,
the rejection interval is calculated by the difference of the received date and time
("RCVDAT") and the status date and time ("STAT_DT") for CRM records with
a status of "Rejected" This measurement is calculated by summing all manual
rejection intervals for the Pseudo-CLEC during the test period and dividing by the
total number of LSRs rejected manually.

Results

Findings and Conclusions

Results for LSR rejection notice interval using adhoc and Pseudo4CLEC data
indicate a difference of only 2 minutes, which can be explained by the different
data elements considered by the Pseudo-CLEC and Qwest (i.e., LSR submission
time vs. LSR receipt time, and reject notification receipt time vs. reject status
time). CGE&Y finds this time difference reasonable, therefore, CGE&Y finds
that the Qwest adhoc data used to calculate the PO-3 PID measure for LSR
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raj section notice interval accurately reflects the manual reject intervals observed
by the Pseudo-CLEC during the functionality test.

3.3 PO-4 - LSRs Rejected

Definition

The P0-4 measure reflects the percentage of Pseudo-CLEC submitted LSRs that
were rejected. This measurement is intended to report the aggregated results for
auto and manual rejects via EDI. The Pseudo-CLEC did not capture all auto
rejects via GUI, therefore, a comparison of GUI results would not be appropriate.
(See Appendix A of the Arizona §271 Performance Indicator Definitions (PID)
Data Element Summary Report)

Formula

For Pseudo-CLEC captured data, the percentage of LSRs rejected is calculated by
dividing the number of EDI LSR submissions that were rejected by the total
number of EDI LSR submissions by the Pseudo-CLEC during the test period that
resulted in a FOC or a reject. For Qwest adhoc data, the percentage of LSRs
rejected is calculated by the number of CRM records with a status of "Rejected"
divided by the total number of records with a status of "Rejected" or "Issued
POC."

Results

i

FindiNgs and Conclusions

Performance measurement calculations for the percentage of EDI LSRs rejected
using adhoc and Pseudo-CLEC data indicate a difference of only 0.25 percent.
The difference in denominators between the Adhoc Results and Pseudo-CLEC
Results was explained and documented during the data reconciliation process.
(See §2.5 of Appendix L -- Data Reconciliation Report to CGE&Y's Final Report
of Me Qwest OSS Test, See also, AzIwol2l0) Therefore,  consider ing the
results as shown above along with the resolution of AzIwol2l0, CGE&Y finds
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that the Qwest adhoc data for the percentage of EDI LSRs rejected accurately
reflects the EDI LSR rejection rate observed by the Pseudo-CLEC during the
functionality test.

3.4 PO-5 - Firm Order Confirmation Interval

Definition

The PO-5 measure reflects the average FOC interval aggregated for all products,
interfaces, and all FOCs regardless of whether the LSR was fully electronic,
electronic/manual, or failed flow-through.

Formula

For Pseudo-CLEC captured data, the FOC interval is calculated by the difference
between the LSR submission date and time and the FOC received date and time.
This measurement is calculated by summing the FOC intervals for the Pseudo-
CLEC and dividing by the total number of FOCs during the functionality test.
For Qwest adhoc data, the FOC interval is calculated by taking the difference
between the status date and time and received date and time for those records
with a status of "Issued FOC." This measurement is calculated by summing all
the FOC intervals and dividing by the number of FOCs provided to the Pseudo-
CLEC during the functionality test.

Resul ts

Findings and Conclusions

Results for average FOC intervals using adhoc and Pseudo-CLEC data indicate a
difference of just over 6 minutes. This difference can be accounted for by the
difference in data elements used for the calculation (i.e., LSR submission time
versus received time). Therefore, CGE&Y finds that the Qwest adhoc data for
FOC intervals used to calculate results for the PID PO-5 measure accurately
reflects the FOC intervals observed by the Pseudo-CLEC during the functionality
test.

\
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3.5 PO-6 - Work Completion Notification Timeliness

Definition

The PO-6 measure reflects the average interval to provide the Pseudo-CLEC
electronic notification of order completion from the time an order is posted as
complete in the Service Order Processor (SOP). This measurement is intended to
report results for completion notifications provided via EDI.

Formula

For Pseudo-CLEC captured data, completion notification interval is calculated by
the difference between the time the status of an order is updated to "order
completed" (transmitted to the Pseudo-CLEC via the status update indicator) and
the time the SOC notification is received by the Pseudo-CLEC. This
measurement is calculated by summing the completion notification intervals for
the Pseudo-CLEC and dividing by the total number of completion notifications
via EDI. For Qwestadhoc data, the completion notification interval is calculated
by first determining the difference between the date and time the order is posted
as complete ("POST_DT") and the date and time the notification is sent to the
Pseudo-CLEC ("SENT_DT") for all records in the WNOT adhoc data, Next, the
intervals are summed and divided by the total number of completion notifications
transmitted via EDI. For both Pseudo-CLEC and Qwest adhoc data, intervals of
less than 0 and SOCs associated with the July 9, 2001 manual clean-up have been
excluded.

Results

F ind ings and Conclusions

Results for EDI work completion notification timeliness using adhoc and Pseudo-
CLEC data indicate a difference of 0:20;53. It appears that the POST_TM field
in the adhoc WNOT data marks an event somewhat subsequent to the generation
of the last status update sent to the Pseudo-CLEC indicating "Order completed".

Version 3.0 15
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When CGE&Y calculated the interval using the LSR status update "Request
Completed," results for the Pseudo-CLEC were much closer to Qwest adhoc
results (l:02:08),

In 12 cases, which were excluded from the above analysis, the SOC notification
was received by the Pseudo-CLEC prior to the order status being updated to
reflect the order was complete. CGE&Y issued AZIW01216 to document this
finding. Qwest's response to this IWO indicates that for ll of these 12 instances
there was a delay in the notification to the Pseudo-CLEC that the physical work
was completed resulting in receiving the SOC prior to notification that the work
was complete. The last instance was explained to CGE&Y's satisfaction upon
additional investigation. CGE&Y finds that Qwest is calculating PO-6 in
accordance with the PID since the physical work had actually been completed as
noted in the adhoc database. However, CGE&Y recommends that the status
update include the date and time the physical work is completed in WFA in order
for the CLEC to reconcile its own performance measurement results.

3.6 PO-7 - Billing Completion Notification Timeliness

Definition

The PO-7 measure reflects percentage of billing completion notifications that are
transmitted to the Pseudo-CLEC within five business days of posting in the SOP.
This measurement is intended to report results for completion notifications
provided via EDI.

Formula

For PseUdo-CLEC captured data, this measurement is calculated by dividing the
number of status update indicators indicating "Posted to be billed" (i.e., billing
notifications) within 5 days of the order completion date by the total number of
billing notifications received by the Pseudo-CLEC. For Qwest adhoc data, this
measurement is calculated by dividing the number of billing notifications with a
notify date within 5 days of the completion date by the total number of billing
notifications transmitted to the Pseudo-CLEC.

Resul ts
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Findings and Conclusions

Results for billing completion notification timeliness using Qwest adhoc and
Pseudo-CLEC data produced identical results. Therefore, CGE&Y finds that the
Qwest adhoc data for billing completion notifications accurately reflects the
billing notification intervals observed by the Pseudo-CLEC during the
Functionality test.

3.7 PO-8 .- Jeopardy Notice Interval

Definition

The PO-8 measure reflects the average interval to provide the Pseudo-CLEC with
notification that an order is in jeopardy. This measurement is intended to report
the aggregated results for all products.

Formula

For Pseudo-CLEC captured data, the jeopardy notice interval is calculated by
taking the difference between the due date provided on the first POC and the first
jeopardy receipt date. This measurement is calculated by summing all the
jeopardy notice intervals and dividing by the total number ofjeopardies received
during the functionality test. For Qwest adhoc data, the jeopardy notice interval
is calculated by taking the difference between the jeopardy sent date and the order
due date. This measurement is calculated by summing the jeopardy notice
intervals and dividing by the total number of jeopardies on Pseudo-CLEC orders
during the functionality test.

Results
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Findings and Conclusions

Results for jeopardy notice intervals using adhoc and Pseudo-CLEC data indicate
a difference of 0.2 business days. In one case, Pseudo-CLEC data indicated the
jeopardy was received one day later than indicated by the Qwest adhoc data.
CGE&Y created AZIW01220 detailing this issue. Qwest responded'to this TWO
stating that the customer service representative entered the jeopardy date in RTT
without actually faxing the jeopardy notice. The jeopardy notice was sent the
next day as observed by in the Pseudo-CLEC captured data.

\

The following PO-8 results present performance measurement calculations for the
Pseudo-CLEC using the jeopardy date present in RSOR and the jeopardy received
date captured by the Pseudo-CLEC. For each product result, CGE&Y provides a
parity/disparity finding where sufficient data are available. In addition, CGE8cY
presents aggregate CLEC performance results and statistical findings based on the
jeopardy date available in RSOR. These results are not intended to match those
presented in §2.5 of the Final Functionality Report. These performance results
are based on more recent data. In addition, CGE&Y has removed MSA and Zone
disaggregations to increase sample size and to focus on the difference between
the use of the adhoc jeopardy date and Pseudo-CLEC captured jeopardy date.

The following table presents aggregated PO48 PID results for the Pseudo-CLEC,
commercial CLECs, and Qwest retail jeopardy notice intervals during the original
phase of the functionality test. Only those products that demonstrate a difference
in calculated results using the adhoc jeopardy date and Pseudo-CLEC captured
jeopardy date are presented.

The order identified in AZIWOl220 was an unbundled loop. Results using the
Pseudo-CLEC captured jeopardy date served to reduce the average jeopardy
notice interval from that reported in Qwest's published results. CGE&Y has
closed AZIW01220 due to human error. CGE&Y verified Qwest has modified
its delayed order procedures to ensure that the jeopardy notice is transmitted to
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the CLEC before it is entered into RTT for performance measurement reporting.
Qwest issued an MCC and conducted follow-up meetings to ensure the
implementation of these new procedures. Under these new procedures, the
service representative issues the jeopardy notice to the CLEC, then logs the
activity in RTT which auto-populates the date field. Furthermore, Qwest
maintains a report of all jeopardies created that have not been sent out, This
prevents the situation described in AZIW01220 from recurring as this jeopardy
would have appeared on this report and been addressed prior to resulting in
inaccurate performance measurement reporting. '

3 . 8  P O -9  -  T i m e l y  Jeo p ard y  N o t i ces

Def i n i t i on

The PO-9 measure reflects the percentage of Pseudo-CLEC service orders that
received jeopardy notification in advance when the scheduled due date was
missed. This measure is intended to report the aggregated results for all products,

Formula

For Pseudo-CLEC data, this measurement is calculated by dividing the number of
Pseudo-CLEC orders that are not installed by the scheduled due date indicated on
the FOC and received jeopardy notification before the due date by the total
number Pseudo-CLEC orders that are not installed by the scheduled due date.
For the Qwest adhoc data, this measurement is calculated by dividing the number
of Pseudo-CLEC orders that were not installed by the scheduled due date but
received jeopardy notification in advance of the due date by the total number of
Pseudo-CLEC orders that were not installed by the scheduled due date.

Results

l
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Findings and Conclusions

Results for timely jeopardy notices using Qwest adhoc and Pseudo-CLEC data
indicate a difference of 1.06 percent. The large difference in the number of
PseUdo-CLEC orders that missed the installation due date explains the difference
in the two results. CGE&Y issued AZIWO2l30 to address the cases where the
due date recorded in the Pseudo-CLEC data differed from the due date recorded
in the Qwest adhoc data. (See § 4.1, OP-3 discussion) Qwest's response to this
IWO indicated that for the majority of cases identified, manual input errors
caused the due date indicated on the FOC to reflect the desired due date on the
LSR rather than the standard interval due date entered on the service order.
Qwest indicated in interviews conducted with CGE&Y that CRM auto-populated
several fields in the FOC with information contained in the LSR. This included
the CLEC requested due date. However, it is the responsibility of the customer
service representative to overwrite the due date field in the POC to reflect the
standard interval due date when different from the desired due date on the LSR.
From the Pseudo-CLEC's perspective, these manual input errors resulted in the
understatement of the number of installation commitments missed for the Pseudo-
CLEC. However, advance jeopardy notifications were received on 3 of the orders
not counted as a missed commitment by Qwest adhoc data. The net effect of the
error was to reduce slightly the PO-9 results presented above from the Pseudo-
CLEC's perspective. However, Qwest's contentious that the due date provided

via the FOC is not the original due date, which is contained in the service order,
and thus, that its published performance measure results accurately reflect its
performance in meeting installation due dates. The PID does not specify whether
the appropriate due date for measurement calculations is the due date transmitted
via the FOC or the due date contained on the service order, therefore, CGE&Y
cannot conclude that results published in Qwest's monthly results are non-
compliantwith the PID. CGE&Y does recognize that the transmission of an
incorrect due date can place CLECs at a disadvantage and could severely impact
the CLEC's relation to its end-user customer.

s

i

For comparison purposes, CGE&Y recalculated the results for PO-9 PID,
originally presented in §2.5 of the Final Functionality Report, using the Pseudo-
CLEC captured due date for the Ill cases identified in AZIWO2l30 to reflect
Qwest's performance for installing service on or before the scheduled due date
transmitted via the FOC. These results are not intended to provide definitive
parity/disparity conclusions but are intended to reflect Qwest's performance in
providing timely jeopardy notification from the Pseudo-CLEC's perspective to
show the impact on performance measurement results caused by the due date
discrepancy.

The following PO-9 PID results present performance measurement calculations
for the Pseudo-CLEC using the due date present in RSOR ("SODD") and the due
date provided on the FOC ("FOC DD"), captured in the Pseudo-CLEC data. For
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each product result, CGE&Y provides a parity/diSparity finding where sufficient
data are available for informational purposes. In addition, CGE&Y presents
aggregate CLEC performance results and statistical findings based on the due
date available in RSOR. These results are not intended to match those presented
in §2.5 of the Final Functionality Report These performance results are based on
more recent data. In addition, CGE&Y has removed MSA and Zone
disaggregations to increase sample size and to focus on the difference between
the use of the RSOR due date and Pseudo-CLEC captured due date.

The following table preseNts aggregated PO-9 PID results for the Pseudo-CLEC,
commercial CLECs, and Qwest retail timely jeopardy notices during the original
phase of the functionality test. Only those products that demonstrate a difference
in calculated results using the RSOR due date and Pseudo-CLEc captured due
date are presented.

Based on the results presented above, calculations using the due date as captured
by the Pseudo-CLEC indicate that Qwest missed more installation commitments
than do calculations using the RSOR due date. Moreover, the Pseudo~CLEC did
not receive advance jeopardy notice for any of these PO-9 eligible missed
installation commitments. However, CGE&Y's main concern is to ensure that
the FOC and the service order reflect the same due date, as there is potentially a
severe impact on a CLEC's relation to its end-user customer when a service
installation commitment date is not met.

Qwest has implemented several quality control mechanisms to ensure the due
date transmitted via the FOC is identical to that which is entered into the SOP.
On a monthly basis, Qwest's quality review team compares 10% of all due dates.
In addition, 100% of all due dates are reviewed for a one day period each week.
Qwest has also implemented a due date GUI which includes a database
containing due dates based on the Service Interval Guide (SIG). Service
Representatives are personally coached when input errors are discovered.
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Arizona §27l Functionality Test Results Comparison Report

Although not all of the above quality control procedures were in place during the
retest period, CGE&Y observed significant improvement in the reduction of due
date discrepancies. CGE&Y analyzed Pseudo-CLEC data for the retest period
and compared the POC due dates with the due dates for the corresponding orders
contained in RSOR. The results of this analysis indicate that the number of
orders where the Pseudo-CLEC captured due date differed from the RSOR due
date were significantly reduced. During the retest, there were only 5 cases where
the POC indicated a due date different than the due date contained in RSOR.
Based on QweSt's improved quality control procedures and results of retest data,
CGE&Y has closed AZIWO2l30 and finds that parties can rely on the accuracy
of Qwest's performance measurement reporting to draw conclusions as to the
level of service Qwest provides in giving timely notification to CLECs when due
dates are in jeopardy.
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4 Ordering and Provisioning

4.1 OP-3 .- Installation Commitments Met

Definition

The OP-3 measure reflects the percentage of Pseudo-CLEC service orders that are
completed by the scheduled due date. This measurement is intended to report the
aggregated results for all products whether dispatched or not for all LSRs
submitted during the initial phase of the functionality test.

Formula

For Pseudo-CLEC captured data, this measurement is calculated by dividing the
number of Pseudo-CLEC service orders that were completed on or before the due
date indicated on the original FOC by the total number of service order
completions. For Qwest adhoc data, this measurement is calculated by dividing
the number of Pseudo-CLEC service orders that were completed on or before the
due date by the total number of Pseudo-CLEC service order completions.

Results

Findings and Conclusions

Results for installation commitments met using adhoc and Pseudo-CLEC data
indicate a difference due to discrepancies in the due date between the two data
sources. There were 48 cases where the Qwest adhoc data indicated that the
service order was completed by the scheduled due date, but the Pseudo-CLEC
data indicated the due date was missed. Similarly, there were 15 cases where
Pseudo-CLEC data indicated that the service order was completed by the
scheduled due date, but the Qwest adhoc data indicated that the due date was
missed. In total, the Pseudo-CLEC recorded due date did not match the due date
included in Qwest's RSOR adhoc data ll l times. CGE&Y issued AZIWO2l30
on this subj et. Qwest's response to this IVVO indicated that for the majority of
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cases identified, manual input errors caused the due date indicated on the FOC to
reflect the desired due date on the LSR rather than the standard interval due date
entered on the service order. Qwest indicated in interviews conducted with
CGE&Y that CRM auto-populated several Helds in the POC with information
contained in the LSR. This included the CLEC requested due date. However, it
is the responsibility of the customer service representative to overwrite the due
date field in the POC to reflect the standard interval due date when different from
the desired due date on the LSR. From the Pseudo-CLEC's perspective, these
manual input errors resulted in the overstatement of the number of installation
commitments met for the Pseudo-CLEC. The net effect of the error was to
increase the OP-3 results for the Pseudo-CLEC. CGE&Y finds that this error
would affect commercial CLEC results to a lesser extent due to higher flow-
through rates.

Qwest's position is that the due date provided via the POC is not the original due
date, which is contained in the service order, and thus, that its published
performance measure results accurately reflect its performance in meeting
installation due dates. The PID does not specify whether the appropriate due date
for measurement calculations is the due date transmitted via the POC or the due
date contained on the service order, therefore, CGE&Y cannot conclude that
results published in Qwest's monthly results are non-compliant with the PID.
CGE&Y does recognize that the transmission of an incorrect due date can place
CLECs at a disadvantage and could severely impact the CLEC's relation to its
end-user customer.

For comparison purposes, CGE&Y recalculated the results for OP-3 PID,
originally presented in §2.5 of the Final Functionality Report, using the Pseudo-
CLEC captured due dates for the ll l cases identified in AZIWO2l30 to reflect
Qwest's performance for installing service by the scheduled due date transmitted
via the FOC. These results are not intended to provide definitive parity/disparity
conclusions, but rather to provide Qwest's performance in meeting installation
due dates from the Pseudo-CLEC's perspective.

The following OP-3 PID results Present performance measurement calculations
for the Pseudo-CLEC using the due date present in RSOR ("SODD") and the due
date provided on the FOC ("FOC DD"), captured in the Pseudo-CLEC data. For
each product result, CGE&Y provides a parity/disparity finding where sufficient
data are available for informational purposes. In addition, CGE&Y presents
aggregate CLEC performance results and statistical findings based on the due
date available in RSOR. These results are not intended to match those presented
in §2.5 of the Final Functionality Report. These perfonnance results are based on
more recent data. in addition, CGE&Y has removed MSA and Zone
disaggregations to increase sample size and to focus on the difference between
the use of the RSOR due date and Pseudo-CLEC captured due date.

Version 3.0 24



Table 4.1.2 - OP-3A&B - Installation Commitments Met (Percent) ._ Dispatched (Y/MA)

Prod act Standard
Pseudo-CLEC

Results
(SODD)

Pseudo-CLEC
Results

(FOC DD)

Aggregate
CLEC Results

Pseudo~CLEC
vs. Standard

(SODD)

Pseudo-CLEC
vs. Standard
(FOC DD)

Aggregate CLEC
vs. Standard

89.69%
nr 97

88 78%
n: 98

79.18%
n. 269

Parity
d=0.013, rd=.0l2

Panty
d-0.028, rd- 02 l

Disparity
000d-0. 160, r0

Resldentxal
95.16%

n 111972
90.00%
n: 50

88.89%
n' 54

95.53%
n: 3087

Disparity
d=0 100, r0- 045

Disparity
d-0  l l8 ,r0  016

Panty
d-- 009, rd=,000

UNE-P
(POTS)

94 45%
n'  132133

95.4100
n:  109

88.07%
Hz 109

91.0300
n: 368 003

Panty
d -.022, rd

Disparity
d=0.l 15, r0=.002

Pari ty
d  0  066,  rd  004

Business
90 5000

n. 20161
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The following table presents aggregated dispatched results for the Pseudo-CLEC,
commercial CLECs, and Qwest retail installation commitments met during the
original phase of the functionality test. (OP-3A&B) Only those products that
demonstrate a difference in calculated results using the RSOR due date and
Pseudo-CLEC captured due date are presented.

1

'

For all products shown, calculations using the due date as captured by the
Pseudo-CLEC indicate that Qwest met fewer dispatched installation
commitments than do calculations using the RSOR due date. Pseudo-CLEC
UNE-P results indicate parity when calculated using the RSOR due date.
However, Pseudo-CLEC UNE-P results indicate disparity when calculated using
the Pseudo»CLEC due date. In §2.5 of the Final Functionality Report, CGE&Y
found that Qwest provided parity service for UNE-P. Based on the recalculation
of results presented herein, CGE&Y finds that from the Pseudo-CLEC's
perspective Qwest failed to meet Pseudo-CLEC dispatched UNE-P installation
commitments at parity levels. CGE&Y issued AZIWO2l32 in response to this
finding.

The following table presents aggregated non-dispatched results for the Pseudo-
CLEC, commercial CLECs, and Qwest retail installation commitments met
during the original phase of the functionality test. (OP-4C) Only those products
that demonstrate a difference in calculated results using the RSOR due date and
Pseudo-CLEC captured due date are presented,
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Table 4.1.3 .- OP-3C Installation Commitments Met (Percent) - Non-Dispatched (N/MA)

Product Standard
Pseudo-CLEC

Results
(SODD)

Pseudo-CLEC
Results

(FOC DD)

Aggregate
CLEC Results

Pseudo-CLEC
vs. Standard

(SODD)

Pseudo-CLEC
vs. Standard
(FOC DD)

Aggregate CLEC
vs. Standard

100.000
n 163

96.9300
n: 163

98 64%
fl: 367

Party
d"~ 100, rd= 00]

Dlsparlty
d 0 076, r0= 004

Panty
d=0.0l7, rd=.000

Centrex 2 l 98.58%
n 8443

100.000
n '  34

91 1800
n' 34

l00,0"0
n: 34

lndet  -  P
d-- 120, rd= 060

Dispari ty
d-0. 182, TO" 000

In let .  - ' P
d -.120, rd-.060

PBX 98.68%
n: 607

100 0"0
n :  23

91.3000
n: 23

l000"o
n: 5

I n l e t  -  P
d=- 115, rd= 108

Dlspfmty
d=0.l84,r0 .001

Insuff Evxd
d-- l 15, r0-.602,

rd 279

Residential
99.8200

n: 634799

97.5800
n:  207

92.4500

n:  212
99.39%

Hz 12540
Dlsparlty

d=0.l13,r0 .000
Disparity

d=0.235, r0=.000
Panty

d-0.035, rd=.000

UNE-P
(POTS J

99.78%
n: 665589

99.5500
n' 222

95.58%
n: 226

98 7000
n: 3547

Panty
d=0.020, rd 006

Disparity
d-0.165, r0=.000

Panty
d 0.067, rd=.000

Buslness
99.0000

n  3 0 7 8 9
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For all products shown, calculations using the due date as captured by the
Pseudo-CLEC indicate that Qwest met fewer dispatched installation
commitments than do calculations using the RSOR due date. Results using the
Qwest RSOR due date indicated parity for Business, Centrex 21, PBX and UNE-
P. However, once CGE&Y adjusted calculations to reflect the due date
transmitted via the FOC, results indicated disparity for all products shown. There
was a significant drop in performance for each product. Although residential
results were originally in disparity, the due date correction increased the severity
of this disparity finding. In §2.5 of the Final Functionality Report, CGE&Y
found that Qwest provided parity service for Business, Centrex 21, and UNE-P,
and was leaning towards parity for PBX. Based on the recalculation of results
presented herein, CGE&Y finds that from the Pseudo~CLEC's perspective Qwest
failed to meet Pseudo-CLEC non-dispatched Business, Centrex 21, PBX, and
UNE-P installation commitments at parity levels. CGE8LY issued AZIW02132 in
response to this finding.

\

The following table presents aggregated designed results for the Pseudo-CLEC,
commercial CLECs, and Qwest retail installation commitments met during the
original phase of the functionality test. (OP-4D&E) Only those products that
demonstrate a difference in calculated results using the RSOR due date and
Pseudo-CLEC captured due date are presented.
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- Interval Zones 1 & 2Table 4.1.4 - OP-3D&E - Installation Commitments Met (Percent)
(A/HA)

Product Standard
Pseudo-CLEC

Results
(SODD)

Pseudo-CLEC
Results

(FOC DD)

Aggregate
CLEC Results

Pseudo-CLEC vs.
Standard (SODD)

Pseudo-CLEC vs.
Standard

(FOC DD)

Aggregate
CLEC vs.
Standard

100.000
n:  60

95.00° o
n:  60

Parity
d -.344, rd-.000

Parity
d -.119,rd .002

Unbundled
2-Wire
Analog

90.00 0
100.000
n: 92

94.5700
n :  9 2

99.42%
n: 7641

Pass Pass Pass

DSO
88.61%
n: 237

L

\
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For DSO and unbundled 2-wire analog loops, calculations using the due date as
captured by the Pseudo-CLEC indicate that Qwest met fewer dispatched
installation commitments than do calculations using the RSOR due date.
However, results indicate that Qwest is still meeting the parity/benchmark
standard for both.

i

° §

Based on the results of performancecalculations using the due date transmitted
via the FOC presented above, CGE&Y finds that Qwest's transmission of an
incorrect due date via the POC significantly lowered Qwest's OP-3 performance
from the Pseudo-CLEC's perspective. However, CGE&Y's main concern is to
ensure that the FOC and the service order reflect the same due date, as there is
potentially a severe impact on a CLEC's relation to its end-user customer when a
service installation commitment date is not met.

Qwest has implemented several quality control mechanisms to ensure the due
date transmitted via the POC is identical to that which is entered into the SOP.
On a monthly basis, Qwest's quality review team compares 10% of all due dates.
In addition, 100% of all due dates are reviewed for a one day period each week.
Qwest has also implemented a due date GUI which includes a database
containing due dates based on the SIG. Service Representatives are personally
coached when input errors are discovered.

Although not all of the above quality control procedures were in place during the
retest period, CGE&Y observed significant improvement in the reduction of due
date discrepancies. CGE&Y analyzed Pseudo-CLEC data for the retest period
and compared the FOC due dates with the due dates for the corresponding orders
contained in RSOR. The results of this analysis indicate that the number of
orders where the Pseudo-CLEC captured due date differed from the RSOR due
date were significantly reduced. During the retest, there were only 5 cases where
the FOC indicated a due date different than the due date contained in RSOR.
Based on the results of retest data which supports the positive effect of Qwest's
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improved quality control procedures, CGE&Y has closed AzIwo2l30. CGE&Y
finds that parties can rely on the accuracy of Qwest's performance measurement
reporting to draw conclusions as to the level of service Qwest provides to CLECs
in meeting committed installation due dates. CGE&Y has also closed
AZIW02132 and recommends the parties review future commercial performance
results to determine if Qwest is providing non-discriminatory service in meeting
due dates.

4.2 OP-4 - Installation Interval

Definition

The OP-4 measure indicates the average interval (in business days) for Qwest to
install service for the LSRs Submitted by the Pseudo-CLEC. This measurement is
intended to report the aggregated results for all products whether dispatched or
not for all LSRs submitted during the initial phase of the functionality test.

Formula

For Pseudo-CLEC captured data, the installation interval is calculated by taking
the difference between the start date and the completion date. The PID defines
the start date as the date Qwest receives a complete and accurate LSR (i.e.,
application date). However, the Pseudo-CLEC does not capture this data
element. Pseudo-CLEC data contains two data elements that are similar to the
application date, but not equal in all instances. For this reason, CGE&Y
produced two sets of results for installation interval calculations. One is based on
the LSR submission date and the other uses the FOC date as the alternative for the
Qwest equivalent application date. The measure is then calculated by summing
the installation intervals for Pseudo-CLEC service orders and dividing by the total
number of Pseudo-CLEC service order completions. For Qwest adhoc data, the
installation interval is calculated by taking the difference between the application
date and the completion date. This measure is calculated by summing the
installation intervals for Pseudo-CLEC orders and dividing by the total number of
Pseudo-CLEC service order completions.

L
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Results

Findings and Conclusions

r

Results for average installation interval using Qwest adhoc data was 0.77
business days shorter than results calculated from Pseudo-CLEC data usingthe
LSR submission date. The same adhoc results were 0.63 days longer than results
calculated from Pseudo-CLEC data using the POC date. As stated earlier, the
application date used by Qwest for its calculation is not equivalent to any data
element captured by the Pseudo-CLEC. According to the PID, the application
date is the time Qwest receives a complete and accurate LSR from the CLEC.
Thus, in cases where a CLEC submits an LSR that requires manual handling and
correction of soft errors that do not elicit a rejection notice, the application date is
considered the date and time when the LSR is ready to be processed error free.
The PID compliant application date, therefore, would be a date and time equal to
or later than the LSR submission date captured by the Pseudo-CLEC, but should
not be later than the FOC date. CGE&Y's results using both the LSR submission
date and FOC date confirms this assumption. Using the last LSR submission date
prior to the first FOC produces an interval longer than that reported by Qwest,
however, using the FOC date produces an interval shorter than that produced by
using the Qwest RSOR application date.

i

The PID definition for application date is the date and time Qwest receives a
complete and accurate LSR from the CLEC. The PID also provides for the
application date being the next business day when the LSR is submitted after
a specific cut off time. However, in its response to data request DR-512
submitted by CGE&Y, Qwest stated that it uses the "date of the entry of the
SO into the SOP" for the application date in RSOR. Thus, CGE&Y finds
that Qwest procedures for capturing the application date do not guarantee
that it will be compliant with the PID as stated above.

w

CGE&Y's investigation of the 980 completed service orders considered in the
above calculation shows that in 5 instances the application date was before the
LSR submission date, and in 3 instances the application date was after the FOC
date. CGE&Y issued AZIW01217 for these eight orders, as the application dates
appeared to be out of bounds as described above. Qwest's response to this IWO
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indicated that manual errors were responsible for the Maj rarity of these incorrect
application dates.

CGE&Y is able to assess that for 755 orders, Qwest assigned the correct
application date since the application date in RSOR matched the LSR submission
date in Me Pseudo-CLEC data. However, for the remaining 253 orders, the
application date in RSOR was later than the LSR submission date in the Pseudo-
CLEC data. CGE&Y is unable to assess whether Qwest correctly assigned the
application date in these cases. CGE&Y recognizes that it is possible for the
application date to occur later than the LSR submission date. However, there is
no evidence to support or refute that the application date recorded in Qwest's
RSOR data is PID compliant for these 253 orders.

CGE&Y is unable to determine the true PID compliant application date for orders
that experienced soft errors which did not elicit a reject, Moreover, CGE&Y is
unable to determine if an LSR experienced a soft error resulting in the PID
compliant application date being later than the LSR submission date. In cases
where the PID application date is earlier than the service order entry date, the net
effect of Qwest's use of the service order entry date into the SOP as the
application date would be to decrease the provisioning interval for the Pseudo-
CLEC. CGE&Y finds that this would affect commercial CLEC results in a
similar fashion for those orders where the service order entry date does not equal
the PID compliant application date. Due to the differing ordering processes on
the retail side, the range of the potential interpretation for the application date is
not expected to be present in near the volumes that exist for the Pseudo-CLEC.
Therefore, if this problem were present in retail data at all, it would be on a much
smaller scale than in wholesale data. Thus, Qwest's reported results during the
original functionality test for OP-4 may be biased towards unwarranted parity
findings.

2

8

4 .

For comparison purposes, CGE&Y has recalculated the results for OP-4 PID,
originally presented in §2.5 of the Final Functionality Report, using the LSR
submission date as the application date. However, where the LSR submission
was after 3:00 PM for designed service orders or after 7:00 PM for non-designed
service orders, CGE&Y used the next business day as the application date unless
Qwest's RSOR data used the LSR submit date. CGE&Y does not suggest that the
use of the LSR submission date as the application date is compliant with the
current PID but presents these results as they represent the "worst-case scenario."
The true application date for the 253 orders in question could not be before the
LSR submission date, but may actually be after it. Therefore, these results may
be slightly longer than results calculated from the true PID application date.

The following tables present PID performance measurement calculations for the
Pseudo-CLEC using the application date present in RSOR and the LSR
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Table 4.2.2 - OP-4A&B ... Installation Interval - Dispatched (Y/MA)
4

Product Standard
Pseudo-CLEC

Results
(Appl. Date)

Pseudo-CLEC
Results

(LSR Date)

Aggregate
CLEC Res ulf

Pseudo-CLEC
vs. Standard
(Appt. Date)

Pseudo-CLEC vs.
Standard

(LSR Date)

Aggregate CLEC
vs. Standard

Log:  470
Axle'  547

n: 97

Log: 4.99
Ardath. 5.74

n. 98

Log' 5 70
Ardath 742

Hz 269

Log Dispamy
d=0.243, r0 008

Arlthz Panty
d=- 041, rd .001

Log DISDQTIQ
d-0.317, r0=.00l

Arlth: Panty
d=- 013, rd=.002

Log. Dlsparlry
d~0 476, rt .000

Arith Dlspdrxty
6-0 162, rt 004

ISDN BRI
Log:  342
Arlth: 6.25

n: 253

Log: 3.00
Ardath' 3.00

nz l

Log: 10 00
Arxthz 10.00

Hz 1

Log. 5.00
Ardath 5 00

n. I

Log. lnsuff Ev1d
d - 134,r0-.553,

rd .338

Insuff Evld
d » .249, r0=.598,

rd=.297

Log. Inlet.  -  DP
d 1.l62,r0-.123

Insuff Evmd
d-0287, r0- 387,

rd .501

Log. Insuff Evld
d=0.399, rt .345,

rd 545

Ardath' InsuffEvid
d--.096,m .538,

rd .352

Residential
Log: 4.31
Arxthz 5.58
n: 111963

Log: 4.25
Ardath: 5.34

nz 50

Log: 5.37
Arlth. 7 17

n 54

Log' 2.35
Ardath: 3.20

Hz 3087

Log. Panty
d=- 022, rd= 015

Arith' Panty
d -.038, rd-.Ol 1

Log Disparity
d 0.327, r0".008

Anti: Dlspdm qty
d=0.254, r0 031

Log' Parity
d - 862, !'d-_000

Arith: Pity
d=-.382, rd .000

UNE-P
(POTS)

Log: 4.23
Arlth: 5.62
Hz 132116

Log: 3.56
Ardath: 3.68

Hz 109

Log. 3.73
Ardath 3 79

n 109

Log: 3 64
Arith: 4.50

n: 368

Log: Panty
d=- 241, rd=.000

Arith: Parity
d--.284, rd=.000

Log' Parity
d=-.179, rd .000

Arlth: Panty
d--.267, rd .000

Log: Panty
d=- 212, rd=.000

Ardath' Panty
d--. 164, Id .000

Business
Log: 3.82
Ardath: 5.87
n 20153
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submission date available in the Pseudo-CLEC captured data. For each product
result, CGE&Y provides a parity/disparity finding where sufficient data are
available. In addition, for comparison purposes, CGE&Y presents aggregate
CLEC performance results and statistical findings based on the application date in
RSOR. These results will not match those presented in §2.5 of the Final
Functionality Report because these performance results are based on more recent
raw data. In addition, CGE&Y has removed MSA and Zone disaggregations
from consideration to increase sample size and to focus on the difference between
the use of the RSOR application date and Pseudo-CLEC captured LSR
submission date.

The following table presents aggregated dispatched results for the Pseudo-CLEC,
commercial CLECs, and Qwest retail during the original phase of the
functionality test. (OP-4A&B PID) Only those products that demonstrate a
difference in calculated results using the RSOR application date and Pseudo-
CLEC captured LSR submission date are presented. CGE&Y found that those
disaggregations that did not experience differences in results were due to very
low volumes or random chance and not specific to certain products or services.

A
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For all products shown, calculations using the LSR submission date as captured
by the Pseudo-CLEC produced a longer average interval than calculations using
the RSOR application date as was expected. As is evident from the table
presented above, the use of the LSR submission date as opposed to the RSOR
application date resulted in changing the Pseudo-CLEC results for dispatched
residential service from parity to disparity.

The following table presents aggregated non-dispatched results for the Pseudo-
CLEC, commercial CLECs, and Qwest retail during the original phase of the
functionality test. (OP-4C PID) Only those products that demonstrate a
difference in calculated results using the RSOR application date and Pseudo-
CLEC captured LSR submission date are presented. CGE&Y found that those
disaggregations that did not experience differences in results were due to very
low volumes or random chance and not specific to certain products or services.

Y

18
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Table 4.2.3 - OP-4C - Installation Interval .- Non-Dispatched (N/MA)

Product Standard
Pseudo-CLEC

Results
(Appl. Date)

Pseudo-CLEC
Results

(LSR Date)

Aggregate
CLEC
Results

Pseudo-CLEC vs.
Standard

(Appt. Date)

Pseudo-CLEC vs.
Standard

(LSR Date)

Aggregate CLEC
vs. Standard

Log:
Ardath

1.27

1 88
n: 139

Log:  127
Auth: 1.65

n' 326

Log: Panty
d=-.263, rd-.000

Arlth' Panty
d=- 235, 1d=.000

Log: Parity
d~_.121, rd-.000

Anti: Parity
d=~.0I0, rd=.000

Log: Parlty
d--.l 19, rd .000

Arlth Panty
d  ' . 163, rd-.000

Centrex 21
Log: 1.62
Arith: 2.23
n. 7759

Log 2.81
Anti: 3 43

n 28

Log 5.00
Anti: 5 00

n  1 6

Log: 2.58
Anti: 2.87

n: 31

Log' Dlspanty
d=0 561, r0= 002

Arith. Dlsparlty
d~0.666, r0=.000

Log' Disparity
d=l .197, r0-.000

Arlth. Dlsparlty
d=l .54Z, r0 .000

Log' Disparity
d=0 470, r0-.004

Arith' Disparity
d-0.355, r0=.024

ISDN BRI
Log' 1.92
Arlth: 2.40

n: 290

Log' 3 53
Ant i :  468

n' 19

Log 509
Arith: 605

n" 19

Log 6.73
Anti: 7.00

n: 2

Log: Disparity
d=0.745, r0=.001

Ardath' Disparity
d=l .368, r0= 000

Log: Dlspdl"lty
d=l .222, r0=.000

Arith: Dxsparxty
d=2 188, r0= 000

Log: Disp4r1ty
d 1.597, 1-0~.012

Arlth' Dlspanty
d=2 755, rt .000

MBIT
Log. 3.67
Arlth' 5 36
ll. 17083

Log: 5.13
Anti 5 29

Hz 14

Log` 5.29
Ant i  5  50

Hz 14

Log:  662
Arlth: 8.50

n. 2

Log' Inlet. - DP
d 0327,r0 .110

Ardath. [net -> P
d-- 016, rd=.130

Log Irndet. -2 DP
d 0.359, r() .090

Arlth Inlet - /  P
d 0 032, rd 172

Log. Insuff Evnd
<i=0.583, r0-.205,

rd=.663

Ardath' Inlet -/ DP
d 0712 r0=.l57

PBX
Log. 1.78
Ardath' 232

n' 56]

Log 3.19
Anti: 3.50

n. 18

Log
Arith

3.59
367

n' 18

Log: 1.48
Ardath' 200

n: 4

Log' Dlspariry
d=0.690, r0=.002

Ardath' Dxsparlty

d=0 549, r0=,0l l

Log: Dxsparlty
d-0 838, I'0` 000

Anti' Disparity
d 0.626, r0 004

Log Inlet -»  P
d--.205, rd=. 164

Arith Inlet - /  P
d - 146, rd= 195

Resxdentlal
Log 1.64
Ardath: 201
n' 529655

Log. 0,99
Auth 1.42

n' 194

Log'
Arlth*

1,15
168

n: 192

Log: 1.15
Ardath' x 59
nr 11417

Log Pdf lty
d--.562, rd .000

Ardath Panty
d--.481, rd=.000

Log' Parity
d=-.400, rd .000

Arith* Parity
d=-.27 I, rd= 000

Log: Parity
d -.402, rd 000

Ardath' Panty
d=-.345, rd= 000

UNE-P
(POTS)

Log' 1.63
Ardath: 2.00

n 556366

Log:  169
Auth' 2.02

n: 170

Log: 175
Arlth: 2.14

n' 161

Log.
Ardath

l 94
2.26

n' 2522

Log' Parity
d-0.040, rd=.00l

Arlth Panty
d=0 013, rd= 000

Log: Panty
d=0 086, rd' 006

Arlth. Panty
d 0.109,rd 013

Log: Dlsparity
d=0.2l 1, r0-.000

Anti. Disparity
d-0.207, r0= 000

Business
Log' 1.43
Arnthz 1.90
n: 26710

Log:
Ardath:

1 09
1.54

n :  1 4 2

Arizona §27I Functionality Test Results Comparison Report

For all products shown, calculations using the LSR submission date as captured
by the Pseudo-CLEC produced a longer average interval than calculations using
the RSOR application date as was expected. Specifically, installation intervals
for Centrex and ISDN BRI were significantly increased, amplifying the disparity
finding. However, the use of the LSR submission date did not produce different
statistical findings for non-dispatched installation intervals.

The following table presents aggregated designed results for the Pseudo-CLEC,
commercial CLECs, and Qwest retail during the original phase of the
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Table 4.2.4 .- OP-4D&E - Installation Interval .- Interval Zones 1 & 2 (A/HA)

Product Standard
Pseudo-CLEC

Results
(Appl. Date)

Pseudo-CLEC
Results

(LSR Date)

Aggregate
CLEC Results

Pseudo-CLEC
vs. Standard
(Appt. Date)

Pseudo-CLEC
vs. Standard
(LSR Date)

Aggregate CLEC
vs. Standard

Log' 3 57
Arlth: 3 93

n  6 0

Log '  440
Arith. 4.67

n' 60

No d¢1ta
avalldble

Log. Panty
d'-.640, rd=.000

Ardath Parry
d=-.3-42, rd= 000

Log: Parity
d=- 366, rd= 000

Anti Parity
d -284, rd 000

No data available

ISDN BRI
Log ' 7,85
Ardath 9.69

n: 1733

Log 15.03
Ardath' 1600

n 12

Log: 14.94
Arith 15.92

n: 12

Log' 13.84
Anti: 13.92

n' 13

Log. Dlspanty
d=1 .023, rt ,000

A1'1th' Disparity
d=0.759, r0 .004

Log Dlspanty
d=1 .014, r0= 000

Anti Dlspanty
d=0.749, r0=.005

Log: Dispari ty

d=0.892, r0 .001

Ardath' Dlsparxty
d=0.509, r0- 034

MBIT
Log: 1059
Arlth: 11.20
n. 17051

Log. 5.00
Ardath 5.00

n  3

Log
Arlth

5.86
600

n' 3

Log 24.00
Arlth' 24 00

n '  1

Log' P8l'lI'y
d=-2.33, rd .000

Arlth: Parity
d--1,l7, rd=.006

Log' Pfirlty
d -1.84, rd=.000

Ant i  Panty
d -.978,rd .014

Log' DISPHTIYY

004d 2530, r0

Ardath Disparity
d-2  409,  r0  008

Dso
Log '  577
Arlth, 8.26

n. 221

\

\

Arizona §27I Functionality Test Results Comparison Report

functionality test. (OP-4D&E PID) Only those products that demonstrate a
difference in calculated results Using the RSOR application date aha Pseudo-
CLEC captured LSR submission date are presented. CGE&Y found that those
disaggregations that did not experience differences in results were due to very
low volumes or random chance and not specific to certain products or services .

4
3
14

For all DSO and Megabit, calculations using the LSR submission date as captured
by the Pseudo-CLEC produced a longer average interval than calculations using
the RSOR application date. However, ISDN BRI results improved slightly when
using the LSR submission date. The use of the LSR submission date did not
produce different statistical findings for designed installation intervals.

Although the statistical finding was changed for only one product (dispatched
Residential), CGE&Y finds that the use of LSR submission date as opposed to the
Qwest RSOR application date had a significant impact on several other
performance results. CGE&Y further finds that unless the RSOR application date
is the same as the LSR submit date, a CLEC has no way codetermine or verify
what the application date would be for performance measurement calculations. In
addition, CGE&Y's findings reflect that of the 980 LSRs considered in this
analysis, 96 resulted in a delay of 2 or more business days between the LSR
submit date and the RSOR application date. CGE&Y questions what type error
on an LSR could account for a 3 or 4 day delay in order entry without resulting in
a reject notification to the CLEC. This time delay is never accounted for in any
performance measurement reporting, however Qwest should be obligated to
justify the delay between the submission of an LSR and the time it is eventually
entered into the SOP. This issue severely impacts a CLEC's ability to perform
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any data reconciliation, therefore CGE&Y recommends that Qwest provide the
application date in the notifiers sent to the CLEC or the TAG should consider
revising the PID to use the LSR submit date in calculating the OP-4 measure. In
the alternative, consideration should be given to measuring the time delay
between LSR submission date and the RSOR application date.

CGE&Y analyzed Pseudo-CLEC data for the retest period and compared the LSR
submission date with the application date for the corresponding orders in RSOR.
The result of this analysis indicate that the number of orders with application date
2 or more business days after the LSR submission date were reduced to just l
case. This significant reduction has been due in large part to the increase in
percentage of LSRs input to the SOP the same day they are received. Qwest
indicated that the percentage of LSRs turned around the same day ("in today, out
today") has increased to over 98% from 45-60% during the functionality test.
Thus, the application date would be equal to the LSR received date at least in
over 98% of orders assuming Qwest maintains this 98% "in today, out today"
ratio. Qwest has also instituted several quality controls to ensure the application
date is being properly assigned. Application date is one of many data elements
that are reviewed as part of Qwest's quality check list. Beginning the summer of
2001, Qwest checked at least l0% of service orders to ensure the application date
was correctly assigned. In addition, Qwest has recently begun verifying the
application date on all service orders submitted one day each week. To ensure
that LSRs are worked promptly when received, Qwest produces reports detailing
all the LSRs waiting to be worked. Qwest also has instituted a 4-hour waiting
period for all requests to CLECs for clarification before jeopardizing the LSR.
Thus, if CLECs do not respond to Qwest's request for information necessary to
process the LSR, Qwest will officially place the LSR in jeopardy.

Based on the results of retest data which supports the positive effect of Qwest's
improved quality control procedures, CGE&Y has closed AzIwol2l7. CGE&Y
finds that parties can rely on the accuracy of Qwest's performance measurement
reporting to compare average installation intervals Qwest provides its CLECs
customers to that which Qwest provides itself, its affiliates and its retail
customers.

4.3 OP-5 - New Service Installation Quality

Definition

The OP-5 measure reflects the percentage of new order installations that
experience trouble within the first 30 calendar days following installation. This
measurement is intended to report the aggregated results for all products. Only
troubles found in both the Pseudo-CLEC and Qwest adhoc data sources were
considered.
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Arizona §271 Functionality Test Results Comparison Report

Formula

For Pseudo-CLEC captured data, this measurement. is calculated by dividing the
number of completed service orders that experienced a trouble within the first 30
days following installation by the total number of completed service orders. For
Qwest adhoc data, this measurement is calculated by dividing the number of
completed service orders for the Pseudo-CLEC that experienced a trouble within
the first 30 days after installation by the total number of completed service orders
for the Pseudo-CLEC.

Results
\

9
*

Findings and Conclusions

Results for troubles within 30 days of installation using Qwest adhoc and Pseudo-
CLEC data indicate no difference. For non-designed troubles, Pseudo-CLEC data
included 20 troubles within 30 days of installation. However, Qwest's MTAS
adhoc data indicated that 1 of these troubles was not within 30 days of
installation. CGE&Y issued AZTWO2l3l detailing this discrepancy. Qwest
responded that the reported problem was that the CLEC could not call
information. This was due to the fact that the original LSR did not specify a PlC.
Therefore, this trouble would not be eligible for OP-5, according to the PID. For
designed troubles, Qwest's WFAC adhoc data indicated five troubles occurred
within 30 days of installation, while Pseudo-CLEC data indicated that only four
of these troubles occurred within 30 days of installation. AZIWO213l also _
covered this issue. Qwest responded that this trouble was not eligible for QP-5 as
evidenced by the adhoc data. Therefore, CGE&Y finds that Qwest's adhoc data
for calculating the percentage of new installations experiencing troubles within
the first 30 days is accurately reflecting performance observed by the Pseudo-
CLEC and has closed AZIWO2l3 l .
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4.4 OP-6 - Delayed Days

Definition

The OP-6 measure reflects the average number of business days that Pseudo-
CLEC service orders are delayed beyond the original due date. This
measurement is intended to report the aggregated results for all products and for
facility and non-facility reasons on all orders that were delayed during the initial
phase of the functionality test.

Formula

For Pseudo-CLEC captured data, the average delayed days is calculated by taking
the difference between the original due date and the completion date for those
orders completed after the original due date. This measurement is calculated by
summing the delayed days for all Pseudo-CLEC orders and dividing by the total
number of service orders completed after the original due date. For Qwest adhoc
data, the average delayed days is calculated by taking the difference between the
original due date and the completion date for orders that completed after the due
date had passed. This measurement is calculated by summing the delayed days
for PseudO-CLEC orders and dividing by the total number of Pseudo-CLEC
service orders completed after the original due date.

8

Results

Findings and Conclusions

Results for average delayed days using Qwest adhoc and Pseudo-CLEC data
indicate a difference of 1.48 days. This difference was due entirely to
discrepancies in due dates. (See §4.l, OP-3) There were 48 cases where the
Qwest adhoc data indicated that the service order was completed by the scheduled
due date, but the Pseudo-CLEC data indicated the due date was missed.
Similarly, there were 15 cases where Pseudo~CLEC data indicated that the service
order was completed by the scheduled due date, but the Qwest adhoc data
indicated that the due date was missed. In total, the Pseudo-CLEC recorded due
date did not match the due date recorded in Qwest's RSOR adhoc data ll 1 times.
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CGE&Y issued AZIWO2l30 to document this discrepancy. (See §4.l, OP-3)
Qwest's response to this IWO indicated that for the majority of cases identified,
manual input errors were the reason the due date was improperly recorded on the
FOC. These manual input errors resulted in the understatement in the number of
installation commitments missed from the Pseudo-CLEC's perspective. The
inclusion of these orders considered missed by the Pseudo-CLEC would serve to
reduce the average delayed days reported in OP-6 PID results, as these orders
generally missed the commitment by a smaller margin than those considered by
Qwest to have missed the original commitment. CGE&Y finds that this error
would affect commercial CLEC results for those CLECs that experienced similar
flow-through rates to the Pseudo-CLEC. However, since most retail orders flow-
through, CGE&Y finds that this problem would not have a similar impact on
retail results. However, Qwest's contention is that the due date provided via the
FOC is not the original due date as required by the PID. The PID original due
date is that which is contained in the service order, and therefore its published
performance measure results accurately reflect its performance in meeting
installation due dates and thus delayed days as well. The PID does not specify
whether the appropriate due date for measurement calculations is the due date
transmitted via the FOC or the due date contained on the service order, therefore,
CGE&Y cannot conclude that results published in Qwest's monthly results are
non-compliant with the PID. CGE&Y does recognize that the transmission of an
incorrect due date canplace CLECs at a disadvantage and severely impact the
CLEC's relation with its end-user customer.

\

For comparison purposes, CGE&Y recalculated the results for OP-6 PID,
originally presented in §2.5 of the Final Functionality Report, using the Pseudo-
CLEC captured due dates for the Ill cases identified in AZIW02130. These
results are not intended to provide definitive parity/disparity conclusions, but
rather to reflect average number of days service is delayed when the original due
date is missed from the Pseudo-CLEC's perspective.

The following OP-6 PID results present performance measurement calculations
for the Pseudo-CLEC using the due date present in RSOR ("SODD") and the due
date provided on the FOC ("FOC DD"), captured in the Pseudo-CLEC data. For
each product result, CGE&Y provides a parity/disparity finding where sufficient
data are available for informational purposes, In addition, CGE&Y presents
aggregate CLEC performance results and statistical findings based on the due
date available in RSOR. These results are not intended to match those presented
in §2.5 of the Final Functionality Report. These performance results are based on
more recent data. In addition, CGE&Y has removed MSA and Zone
disaggregations to increase sample size and to focus on the difference between
the use of the RSOR due date and Pseudo-CLEC captured due date.

The following table presents aggregated dispatched results for the Pseudo-CLEC,
commercial CLECs, and Qwest retail delayed days due to non facility reasons
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Table 4.4.2 - OP-6A - Delayed Days for Non-Facility Reasons - Dispatched (y /M A)

Product Standard
'Pseudo-CLEC

Results.
(SODD)

Pseudo»CLEC
Results

(FOC DD)

Aggregate
CLEC Results

Pseudo~CLEC'
vs. Standard

(SODD)

Pseudo~CLEC
vs. Standard
(FOC DD)

Aggregate
CLEC vs_
Standard

Log
Arlth

1.74
2.00

n 4

Log: 1.79
Arith: 2 00

n: 5

Log: 4.53
Arith: 8.19

n: 42

Log: Inlet. -»~ P
d-- 332, rd=.109

Arlth: Index, -2 P
d--.3l0, id ,117

Log: lndet. -/ P
d--.309, rd=.093

Ardath Inlet. -/ P
d-- 310, rd=.092

Log' Dxsparny
d-0 533, r0=.000

Auth: Dlspanty
d-0 306, r0=.027

Resldentlal
Log' 2.25
Auth' 460

n 1397

Log: 1.79
Arxthi 2.00

n'  2

Log:
Arlth :

1.49
1.67

n: 3

Log: 1.94
Ant i :  276

n: 74

Log Insuff Evxd
d=.l87, r0=.604,

rd .252

Insuff Evxd
d=-.283, r0=.656,

rd=.211

Log. Inlet. -/ P
d=-.333, rd=. 143

Arlth: Inlet - P
d=-.320, rd=. 148

Log: Parity
d . ]2l,rd=.000

Auth. Parity
d ~.201, rd- 000

UNE-P
(POTS)

Log: 2 34
Arlth: 4.76

n: 2029

Log: 1.47
Anti. 1.60

n' 5

Log: 1.23
Arltht 1.31

Hz [3

Log: 2.55
Arlth: 3.74

n: 27

Log: Inlet. -/ P
d-- 382, rd .068

Arlth: Inlet. -2 P
d -.334, rd .083

Log' Parity
d=-.515, rd= 002

Arlth: Parley
d -.365, rd-.010

Log. Inlet. - P
d 0.075,rd .139

Ardath Panty
d=- l08,rd .021

Business
Log. 2.56
Anti:  5 IZ

n: 632

\
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during the original phase of the functionality test. (OP-6A- 1842 PID) Only those
products that demonstrate a difference in calculated results using the RSOR due
date and Pseudo-CLEC captured due date are presented.

\

i
s

The use of the Pseudo-CLEC captured due date increased the number of
installation commitments missed. However, these commitments were missed by
a relatively small margin, as dispatched delayed days for non-facility reasons
decreased for residential and UNE-P installations. From the Pseudo-CLEC's
perspective, residential results for the Pseudo-CLEC lean towards parity and
UNE-P results are in parity with Qwest retail.

The following table presents aggregated non~dispatched results for the Pseudo-
CLEC, commercial CLECs, and Qwest retail delayed days due to non facility
reasons during the original phase of the functionality test. (OP-6A-3 PID) Only
those products that demonstrate a difference in calculated results using the RSOR
due date and Pseudo-CLEC captured due date are presented.
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Table 4.4.3 - OP-6A -.. Delayed Days for Non-Facility Reasons .- Non-Dispatched (N/MA)

Product Standard
Pseudo-CLEC

Results
(SODD)

Pseudo-CLEC
Results

(FOC DD)

Aggregate
CLEC Results

Pseudo-CLEC
vs. Standard

(SODD)

Pseudo-CLEC vs.
Standard

(FOC DD)
Aggregate CLEC

vs, Standard

n O
Log' 4 90
Arlth 7.00

n: 5

Log' 4.89
Anti 5.75

n: 4

Log Inlet. -> DP
d-0.697, r0 .061

InsuffEvld
d 0.344, r0~.223,

fd- 552

Log. Inlet... DP
d=0 694, r0-.084

Arlth. Insuff Evld
d=0 l83,r0 .358,

rd 420

Centrex
Log 2.41
Ardath' 3.84

n:  H6
n O

Log 1.66
Arxthz 2,00

n: 3

Log: Inlet -»  P
d=-.349, rd 139

Arith: Inlet -/ P
d=-.40l,rd .120

PBX
Log. 223
Ardath' 343

n: 7
n'0

Log: 2.00
Ant i  2 .00

n: 2

Log: Insuff Evld
d--. 103, r0=.55l,

rd=.314

Insuff Evld
d=-.374, r0 .679,

rd=.206

Residential
Log' 2.67
Arltht 5.38

Hz 765

Log: 2.68
Arlth' 4.60

n: 5

Log' 2.51
Ar l th  350

n: 16

Log: 1.79
Anti: 2.46

Hz 57

Log: ln5uff Evid
d-0 004, r0= 496,

rd=.265

Insuff Evld
d-.079, r0=.570,

rd 208

Log: Inlet - /  P
d -.053,rd=.090

Auth: Panty

d-~ 192, rd .029

Log Panty
d=-.33 I 7 rd=.000

Anti. Parity
d=- 298, rd=.000

UNE-P
(POTS)

Log 26 ]
Arlth. 5.13

n: 1001

Log'
Arltll'

1.00
1.00

n. 1

Log.
Anti

1.54
200

n. 10

Log: 1.66
Arith: 2.14

n' 44

Log Inlet  -2 P
d-- 758,rd 148

InsufTEv1d
d=-.441, r0=.670,

rd-.234

Log Panty
d -.4j7,I'd= 012

Auth: Parity
d--.334, rd .026

Log Panty
d=-377, rd-.000

Ardath. Panty
d=» 320, rd= 000

Business
Log' 2.42
Aflth' 4.33

n' 236

9
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/

The use of the Pseudo-CLEC captured due date increased the number of
installation commitments Missed. In fact, while results using the RSOR due date
indicate there were no missed due dates for Business, Centrex, or PBX, the use of
the Pseudo-CLEC captured due date indicates there were 5, 3, and 2 appointments
missed for these products, respectively. The only difference in statistical findings
were for residential and UNE~P. Specifically, residential results for the Pseud0~
CLEC lean towards parity and UNE-P results are in parity with Qwest retail when
using the due date on the FOC.

The following table presents aggregated designed results fer the Pseudo-CLEC,
commercial CLECs, and Qwest retail delayed days due to non facility reasons
during the original phase of the functionality test. (OP-6A-4&5 PID) Only those
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Table 4.4.4 - OP~6A .- Delayed Days for Non-Facility Reasons Interval Zones 1 & 2 (A/HA)

Product

1

Standard
»

Pseudo-CLEC
Results
{SODD)

Pseudo-CLEC
Results

(FOC DD)

Aggregate
CLEC Results

Pseudo-CLEC
vs. Standard

(sow)

Pseudo-CLEC
vs. Standard
(FOC DD)

Aggregate CLEC
vs. Standard

n O
Log" 1.00
Anti: 1.00

Hz 3

Log: Panty
d -l.66,rd-.001

Arith' Inlet. -2 P
d--.587, rd-.088

Unbundled
2-W1re
Analog

Log: 2.43
Auth: 4.88

Hz 3030
n-0

Log: 1.35
Arlth: 1.50

n. 4

Log: 2.19
Ardath: 4.16

N' 31

Log Inlet. -> P
d=-.475, rd=.064

Auth: Inlet. -2 P
d=-.359, rd=.099

Log Panty
d=- 089, rd .019

Auth. Panty
d -.076, rd=.023

Unbundled
Analog

Log: 2.43
Arlth: 4.88

n' 3030
n=0

Log: 1.00
Arlth: 1.00

n. 1 n :

Log: 3.00
Arith' 3.00

I

DSO
Log: 902
Ardath: 17.67

n :  12

\

1

.A Arizona §271 Functionality Test Results Comparison Report

products that demonstrate a difference in calculated results using the RSOR due
date and Pseudo-CLEC captured due date are presented.

\

8

Results using the RSOR due date indicate there were no missed due dates for
DSO, unbundled 2-wire analog loops, or unbundled analog loops, while using the
Pseudo-CLEC captured due date indicates there were 3, 4, and l appointments
missed for these products, respectively. DSO results were in parity with Qwest
retail.

Based on the results presented above, CGE&Y finds that Qwest's transmission of
an incorrect due date via the FOC improved Qwest's OP-6 performance from the
Pseudo-CLEC's perspective. However, CGE&Y's main concern is to ensure that
the FOC and the service order reflect the same due date, as there is potentially a
severe impact on a CLEC's relation with its end-user customer when a service
installation commitment date is not met,

Qwest has implemented several quality control mechanisms to ensure the due
date transmitted via the FOC is identical to that which is entered into the SOP .
On a monthly basis, Qwest's quality review team compares 10% of all due dates.
In addition, 100% of all due dates are reviewed for a one day period each week.
Qwest has also implemented a due date GUI which includes a database
containing due dates based on the SIG. Service Representatives are personally
coached when input errors are discovered.
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Although not all of the above quality control procedures were in place during the
retest period, CGE&Y observed significant improvement in the reduction of due
date discrepancies. CGE&Y analyzed Pseudo-CLEC data for the retest period
and compared the FOC due dates with the due dates for the corresponding orders
contained in RSOR. The results of this analysis indicate that the number of
orders where the Pseudo-CLEC captured due date differed from the RSOR due
date were significantly reduced. During the retest, there were only 5 cases where
the FOC indicated a due date different than the due date contained in RS OR.
Based on the results of retest data which supports the positive effect of Qwest's
improved quality control procedures, CGE&Y has closed AzIwo2l30. CGE&Y
finds that parties can rely on the accuracy of Qwest's performance measurement
reporting to compare the average delayed days experienced by the CLEC to that
experienced by Qwest's retail customers.

\

4.5 OP-7 - Coordinated "Hot Cut" Interval

Definition é
1;

The OP-7 measure reflects the average time for Qwest to complete coordinated
"hot cuts" of unbundled loops.

Formula

For Pseudo-CLEC captured data, the average hot cut interval is calculated by
taking the difference between the time Qwest called CGE&Y to inform it that the
hot cut was going to begin and the time AT&T called to notify CGE&Y that the
testing of the loop was complete. This measurement is calculated by summing all
the hot cut intervals for Pseudo-CLEC orders and dividing by the total number of
hot cuts performed, For Qwest adhoc data, the average hot cut interval is
calculated by taking the difference between the lift and lay time. This
measurement is calculated by summing the hot cut intervals for Pseudo-CLEC
classified hot cuts and dividing by the total number of Pseudo-CLEC hot cuts
completed.

Results
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.4 Arizona §271 Functionality Test Results Comparison Report

Findings and Conclusions

Results for average hot cut intervals using Qwest adhoc and Pseudo-CLEC data
indicate a difference of 0: 16: 18. CGE&Y finds that the difference in the hot cut
intervals is explained by the different data elements used in the adhoc and
Pseudo-CLEC calculations. The Pseudo-CLEC calculation is based on the time
Qwest notified CGE&Y that the cut was going to begin and ended the time
AT&T notified CGE&Y that the testing was complete, whereas the adhere
calculation is based on the lift and lay times as per version 6.3 of the PID.
CGE&Y finds the 16 minute difference to be due to the time taken to test the loop
upon completion of the cut.

4.6 OP-13 - Coordinated Cuts on Time

Definition

J

The OP-13 measure reflects the percentage of coordinated hot cuts completed
within one hour of the scheduled due time.

8.
8

Formula

For Pseudo-CLEC captured data this measurement is calculated by dividing the
number of hot cuts completed within one hour of the scheduled due time ,
indicated on the POC by the total number of hot cuts. For Qwest adhoc data, this
measurement is calculated by dividing the number of Pseudo-CLEC hot cuts
completed within one hour of the due time by the total number of Pseudo-CLEC
hot cuts.

Results

Findings and Conclusions

Results for hot cuts completed on time using Qwest adhoc and Pseudo-CLEC
data produced identical results. Therefore, CGE&Y finds that the Qwest adhoc
data for calculating the timeliness of hot cut completions accurately reflects
performance observed by the Pseudo-CLEC during the functionality test.
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5 Maintenance & Repair .- Non-Designed Services

5.1 MR-3 - Out of Service Cleared Within 24 Hours

Definition

The MR-3 measure reflects the percentage of Pseudo-CLEC out of service
troubles that are cleared within 24 hours of receipt of a trouble report. This
measure is intended to report aggregated results for troubles on non-designed
services. Only troubles found in both the Pseudo-CLEC and Qwest adhoc data
were considered for this evaluation.

Formula

For Pseudo-CLEC captured data, this measurement is calculated by dividing the
number of non~designed out of service troubles that are cleared within 24 hours of
the submission of a trouble report to Qwest by the total number of non-designed
out of service trouble reports submitted. The out of service indicator was
extracted from the Qwest adhoc data. For Qwest adhoc data, this measurement is
calculated by dividing the number of nonédesigned out of service trouble reports
with a clear date and time within 24 hours of the trouble receipt date and time by
the total number of non-designed out of service trouble reports received.

'¢g

Results

Findings and Conclusions

Results for out of service non-designed troubles cleared within 24 hours using
Qwest adhoc and Pseudo-CLEC data produced identical results. Therefore,
CGE&Y finds that the Qwest adhoc data for non-designed trouble restoration
timeliness accurately reflects the performance observed by the Pseudo-CLEC.
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.4 Arizona §271 Functionality Test Results Comparison Report

5.2 MR-4 - All Troubles Cleared Within 48 Hours

Definition

The MR-4 measure reflects the percentage of all Pseudo-CLEC troubles that are
cleared within 48 hours of receipt of a trouble report. This measure is intended to
report aggregated results for troubles on non-designed services. Only troubles
found in both the Pseudo-CLEC and Qwest adhoc data sources were considered
for this analysis.

Formula

FOr Pseudo-CLEC captured data, this measurement is calculated by dividing the
number of non-designed troubles that are cleared within 48 hours of the
submission of a trouble report to Qwest by the total number of non-designed
trouble reports submitted. For Qwest adhoc data, this measurement is calculated
by dividing the number of non-designed trouble reports with a cleared date and
time within 48 hours of the trouble receipt date and time by the total number of
non-designed trouble reports received.

Results

Findings and Conclusions

Results for non-designed troubles cleared within 48 hours using Qwest adhoc and
Pseudo-CLEC data produced identical results. Therefore, CGE&Y finds that
Qwest adhoc data for non-designed trouble restoration intervals accurately
reflects performance observed by the Pseudo-CLEC.

5.3 MR-6 .- Mean Time to Restore

Definition

The MR-6 measure reflects the average interval for Qwest to restore service to the
Pseudo-CLEC for non-designed troubles. This measure is intended to report
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Arizona §271 Functionality Test Results Comparison Report

aggregated results for troubles on non-designed services. Only troubles found in
both the Pseudo-CLEC and Qwest adhoc data were considered for this analysis.

Formula

For Pseudo-CLEC captured data, the restoral interval is calculated by taking the
difference between the trouble submit date and time and the trouble cleared date
and time. This measurement is calculated by summing all the non-designed
trouble restoral intervals and dividing by the total number of non-designed
troubles submitted. For Qwest adhoc data, the restoral interval is calculated by
taking the difference between the trouble received date and time and the trouble
cleared date and time. This measurement is calculated by summing all the
Pseudo-CLEC non-designed trouble restoral intervals and dividing by the total
number of Pseudo-CLEC non-designed troubles received.

Results
l

g
.i

Findings and Conclusions

Results for non-designed trouble restoral intervals using Qwest adhoc and
Pseudo-CLEC data indicate a difference of only 15 seconds. Therefore, CGE&Y
finds that Qwest adhoc data for non-designed trouble restoration intervals
accurately reflects the performance observed by the Pseudo-CLEC. '

5.4 MR-7 - Repair Repeat Report Rate

Definition

The MR-7 measure reflects the percentage of Pseudo-CLEC troubles that are
repeated within 30 days for non-designed services. This measure is intended to
report aggregated results for troubles on non-designed services. Only troubles
found in both the Pseudo-CLEC and Qwest adhoc data were considered for this
analysis.
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Arizona §271 Functionality Test Results Comparison Report

Formula

For Pseudo-CLEC captured data, this measurement is calculated by dividing the
number of non-designed troubles that are repeated within 30 days of when the
preceding initial trouble was closed by the total number of Pseudo-CLEC trouble
reports submitted. For Qwest adhoc data, this measurement is calculated by
dividing the number of non-designed troubles received within 30 days of when
the preceding initial trouble was closed by the total number of Pseudo-CLEC
non-designed troubles received.

Results

Q
8

Findings and Conclusions

Results for nonfdesigned repeat repair reports using Qwest adhoc and Pseudo-
CLEC data produced identical results. Therefore, CGE&Y finds that Qwest's
adhoc data for non-designed repeat repair report rates accurately reflects the
performance observed by the Pseudo-CLEC.

5.5 MR-9 .- Repair Appointments Met

Definition
The MR-9 measure reflects the percentage of Pseudo-CLEC troubles that are
cleared by the scheduled appointment date and time. This measure is intended to
report aggregated results for troubles on non-designed services. Only troubles
found in both the Pseudo-CLEC and Qwest adhoc data were considered for this
analysis,

Formula

For Pseudo-CLEC captured data, this measurement is calculated by dividiNg the
number of non-designed troubles that are cleared by the scheduled appointment
date and time by the total number non-designed Pseudo-CLEC trouble reports
submitted. For Qwest adhoc data, this measurement is calculated by dividing the
number of non-designed troubles that are ciearedby the scheduled appointment
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date and time ("MET_CMT") by the total number of non-designed Pseudo-CLEC
trouble reports received.

Results

Findings and Conclusions

Results for the percentage of repair appointments met using Qwest adhoc and
Pseudo-CLEC data indicate a difference of 2.86 percent. This discrepancy was
based on the treatment of 1 hon-designed trouble. Pseudo-CLEC data indicates
that this trouble had a scheduled repair appointment date of July 16, 2001 at 8:00
PM, but did not clear until July 17, 2001 at 10:55 AM. Qwest adhoc MTASdata
indicates that the scheduled repair appointment was met, but does not contain the
appointment date and time. However, Qwest adhoc and Pseudo-CLEC data did
agree on the cleared time for this trouble. Therefore, CGE&Y issued
Azwvol2l8. Qwest's response to this IWO indicated that it was unable to meet
the original repair appointment due to a no access situation. Qwest notified the
Pseudo-CLEC and the repair appointment was rescheduled for the next evening.
CGE&Y verified that there was in fact a "no access" and that the rescheduled due
date was met. Qwest has indicated that the PID will be updated to reflect time
exclusions due to no access which are used for other M&R performance
measures. This revision has been agreed to by the Arizona TAG and CGE&Y has
closed this IWO. Therefore, CGE&Y finds that Qwest adhoc data accurately
reflects the percentage of repair appointments met observed by the Pseudo-CLEC
during the functionality test.

E
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6 Maintenance & Repair .-. Designed Services

6.1 MR-3 .- Out of Service Cleared Within 24 Hours

Definition

The MR-3 measure for designed services reflects the percentage of Pseudo-CLEC
out of service troubles that are cleared within 24 hours of receipt of a trouble
report. This measure is intended to report aggregated results for troubles on
designed services. Only troubles found in both the Pseudo-CLEC and Qwest
adhoc data sources were considered for this analysis.

Formula

For Pseudo-CLEC captured data, this measurement is calculated by dividing the
number of out of service designed troubles that are cleared within 24 hours of the
submission of a trouble report to Qwest by the total number of out of service
designed trouble reports submitted. The out of-service indicator was extracted
from the Qwest adhoc data. For Qwest adhoc data, this measurement is
calculated by dividing the number of designed out of service trouble reports
cleared within 24 hours ("OSS_LT24") by the total number of out of service
designed trouble reports received ("OOS_CNT").

1

Results

Findings and Conclusions

Results for out of service designed troubles cleared within 24 hours using Qwest
adhoc and Pseudo-CLEC data produced inconsistent results. Pseudo-CLEC data
for the applicable designed out of service trouble indicates a restoral interval of
49:39:00. Qwest adhoc data for the same trouble indicated a restoral interval of
0: 12:00. Qwest adhoc WFAC data does not contain the actual trouble receipt or
trouble cleared times or any information on the duration or nature of any time
excluded due to such things as no access. CGE&Y issued AZIWOl2l9 to verify
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the trouble receipt and cleared times for this trouble and the time excluded due to
no access situations. Qwest's response to this TWO indicated that the trouble
received time observed by Qwest matched the trouble report time captured by the
Pseudo-CLEC, however the trouble cleared time captured by the Pseudo-CLEC
was not the actual time the trouble was cleared. The Pseudo-CLEC cleared time
was obtained from the CEMR status email that indicated the TR State "cleared"
However, Qwest explained that "the CEMR system currently sends a status email
for TR State cleared and TR State closed which currently displays the date/time
stamps from the OSS function in the TR Status Time and Restored Time fields,
rather than the actual time of restoral."

The CLEC is not currently provided with the date and time a trouble is cleared for
designed services from WFAC through the status update emails provided. This
issue does not suggest that Qwest is currently operating in a manner inconsistent
with the PID or that its performance measurement data gathering or calculating
methods are incorrect, therefore AZIWOl2l9 has been closed. However, since
this severely impacts a CLEC's ability to perform any data reconciliation,
CGE&Y would recommend that Qwest provide the trouble received and trouble
cleared date and time through WFAC as well as in the notifiers sent to the CLEC.
Qwest has agreed to propose changing the Restored Time field to the date and
time that the technician enters as the restoral time. CGE&Y validated Qwest's
proposed changes and reviewed a CEMR trouble ticket test case. Qwest issued a
trouble ticket, placed a no access on the ticket, removed the no access, logged the
trouble as cleared, and subsequently closed the ticket. CGE&Y verified that
CEMR accurately generated emails reflecting these activities which would be
transmitted to the CLECs. Moreover, the information contained in the emails
matched the information in WFA. This change must be presented through the
new CMP and prioritized as agreed by the parties. Once Qwest implements this
fix, the CLEC captured cleared time from the CEMR emails would match the
trouble cleared time observed by Qwest in WFA and used to calculate
performance results.

6.2 MR-4 .- All Troubles Cleared Within 48 Hours

Definition

The MR-4 measure reflects the percentage of all Pseudo-CLEC designed troubles
that are cleared within 48 hours of receipt of a trouble report. This measure is
intended to report aggregated results for troubles on designed services. Only
troubles found in both the Pseudo-CLEC and Qwest adhoc data were considered
for this analysis.

\
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Formula

For Pseudo-CLEC captured data, this measurement is calculated by dividing the
number of out of service designed troubles that are cleared within 48 hours of the
submission of a trouble report to Qwest by the total number of designed trouble
reports submitted. For Qwest adhoc data, this measurement is calculated by
dividing the number of designed trouble reports received that were cleared within
48 hours ("_48HR_CT") by the total number of designed trouble reports received.

Results

2

.=

Findings and Conclusi0ns

Results for designed troubles cleared within 48 hours of initial report using Qwest
adhoc and Pseudo-CLEC data indicate a difference of 5.88 percent. This
discrepancy was based on the same designed trouble noted in MR-3. (See § 6.1,
MR-3 Designed Services) Qwest adhoc WFAC data does not contain the actual
trouble receipt or trouble cleared times or any information on the duration or
nature of any time excluded due to such things as no access. Therefore, CGE&Y
issued AZIWOl2l9 to verify the trouble receipt and cleared times for this trouble
and the time excluded due to no access situations. Qwest's response to this IWO
indicated that the trouble received time observed by Qwest matched the trouble
report time captured by the Pseudo-CLEC, however the trouble cleared time
captured by the Pseudo-CLEC was not the actual time the trouble was cleared.
The Pseudo-CLEC cleared time was obtained from the CEMR status email that
indicated the TR State "cleared" However, Qwest explained that "the CEMR
system currently sends a status email for TR State cleared and TR State closed
which currently displays the date/time stamps from the OSS function in the TR
Status Time and Restored Time fields, rather than the actual time of restoral."

The CLEC is not currently provided with the date and time a trouble is cleared for
designed services from WFAC through the status update emails provided. This
issue does not suggest that Qwest is currently operating in a manner inconsistent
with the PID or that its performance measurement data gathering or calculating
methods are incorrect, therefore Azlwol219 has been closed. However, since
this severely impacts a CLEC's ability to perform any data reconciliation,
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CGE&Y would recommend that Qwest provide the trouble received and trouble
cleared date and time through WFAC as well as in the notifiers sent to the CLEC.
Qwest has agreed to propose changing the Restored Time field to the date and
time that the technician enters as the restoral time. CGE&Y validated Qwest's
proposed changes and reviewed a CEMR trouble ticker test case. Qwest issued a
trouble ticket, placed a no access on the ticket, removed the no access, logged the
trouble as cleared, and subsequently closed the ticket. CGE&Y verified that
CEMR accurately generated emails reflecting these activities which would be
transmitted to the CLECs. Moreover, the information contained in the emails
matched the information in WPA. This change must be presented through the
new CMP and prioritized as agreed by the parties. Once Qwest implements this
fix, the CLEC captured cleared time from the CEMR emails would match the
trouble cleared time observed by Qwest in WFA and used to calculate
performance results..

6.3 MR-5 - All Designed Troubles Cleared Within 4 Hours
3

Q

s

Definition

The MR-5 measure reflects the percentage of trouble reports that are cleared
within four hours of receipt of the trouble ticket for designed services. This
measure is intended to report aggregated results for troubles on designed services.
Only troubles found in both the Pseudo-CLEC and Qwest adhoc data were
considered for this analysis.

Formula

For Pseudo-CLEC captured data, this measurement is calculated by dividing the
number of designed troubles that are cleared within 4 hours of the submission of a
trouble report to Qwest by the total number of designed trouble reports submitted.
For Qwest adhoc data, this measurement is calculated by dividing the number of
designed trouble reports cleared within 4 hours of the trouble receipt
("_4HR_CT") by the total number of Pseudo-CLEC designed troubles.

Results
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Findings and Conclusions

Results for designed troubles cleared within 4 hours of initial report using Qwest
adhoc and Pseudo-CLEC data revealed a difference of 35.29 percent. Pseudo-
CLEC records for six designed troubles indicate a clear time that was longer than
4 hours after the trouble submit time. Qwest adhoc WFAC data does not contain
the actual trouble receipt or trouble-cleared times or any information on the
duration or nature of any time excluded due to such things as no access.
Therefore, CGE&Y issued AZIWOl2l9 to verify the trouble receipt and cleared
times for these six troubles and the time excluded due to no access situations.
Qwest's response to this TWO indicated that the trouble received time observed
by Qwest matched that captured by the Pseudo-CLEC, however the trouble
cleared time captured by the Pseudo-CLEC was not the actual time the trouble
was cleared. The Pseudo-CLEC cleared time was obtained from the CEMR
status email that indicated the TR State "cleared" However, Qwest explained
that "the CEMR system currently sends a status email for TR State cleared and
TR State closed which currently displays the date/time stamps from the OSS
function in the TR Status Time and Restored Time fields, rather than the actual
time of restoral."

1

"i

The CLEC is not currently provided with the date and time a trouble is cleared for
designed services from WFAC through the status update emails provided. This
issue does not suggest that Qwest is currently operating in a manner inconsistent
with the PID or that its performance measurement data gathering or calculating
methods are incorrect, therefore AZIWOl2l9 has been closed. However, since
this severely impacts a CLEC's ability to perform any data reconciliation,
CGE&Y would recommend that Qwest provide the trouble received and trouble
cleared date and time through WFAC as well as in the notifiers sent to the CLEC.
Qwest has agreed to propose changing the Restored Time field to the date and
time that the technician enters as the restoral time. CGE&Y validated Qwest's
proposed changes and reviewed a CEMR trouble ticket test case. Qwest issued a
trouble ticket, placed a no access on the ticket, removed the no access, logged the
trouble as cleared, and subsequently closed the ticket. CGE&Y verified that
CEMR accurately generated emails reflecting these activities which would be
transmitted to the CLECs. Moreover, the information contained in the emails
matched the information in WFA. This change must be presented through the
new CMP and prioritized as agreed by the parties. Once Qwest implements this
fix, the CLEC captured cleared time from the CEMR emails would match the
trouble cleared time observed by Qwest in WFA and used to calculate
performance results..
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6.4 MR-6 .- Mean Time to Restore

Definition

The MR-6 measure reflects the average interval for Qwest to restore service to the
Pseudo-CLEC for designed services. This measure is intended to report
aggregated results for troubles on designed services. Only troubles found in both
the Pseudo-CLEC and Qwest adhoc data were considered for this analysis.

Formula

For Pseudo-CLEC captured data, the restoral interval is calculated by taking the
difference between the trouble submit date and time and the trouble cleared date
and time. This measurement is calculated by summing all the designed trouble
restoral intervals and dividing by the total number of designed troubles submitted
by the Pseudo-CLEC. For Qwest adhoc data, the restoral interval is calculated by
summing all the designed trouble restoral intervals ("ACTUALD") and dividing
by the total number of designed troubles received.

=
1
1

E

Results

Findings and Conclusions

Results for designed trouble mean time to restore using Qwest adhoc and Pseudo-
CLEC data reveal a difference of 7:40:48 Qwest adhoc WFAC data does not
contain the actual trouble receipt or trouble cleared times or any information on
the duration or nature of any time excluded due to such things as no access.
Therefore, CGE&Y issued AZIWO12l9 to verify the trouble receipt and cleared
times for these 17 designed troubles and the time excluded due to no access
situations. Qwest's response to this IWO indicated that the trouble received time
observed by Qwest matched that captured by the Pseudo-CLEC, however the
trouble cleared time captured by the Pseudo-CLEC was not the actual time the
trouble was cleared. The Pseudo~CLEC cleared time was obtained from the
CEMR status email that indicated the TR State "cleared" However, Qwest
explained that "the CEMR system Currently sends a status email for TR State

4*
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cleared and TR State closed which currently displays the date/time stamps from
the OSS function in the TR Status Time and Restored Time fields, rather than the
actual time of restoral."

J

The CLEC is not currently provided with the date and time a trouble is cleared for
designed services from WFAC through the status update emails provided. This
issue does not suggest that Qwest is currently operating in a manner inconsistent
with the PID or that its performance measurement data gathering or calculating
methods are incorrect, therefore AZIW01219 has been closed. However, since
this severely impacts a CLEC's ability to perform any data reconciliation,
CGE&Y would recommend that Qwest provide the trouble received and trouble
cleared date and time through WFAC as well as in the notifiers sent to the CLEC.
Qwest has agreed to propose changing the Restored Time field to the date and
time the technician enters as the restoral time. CGE&Y validated Qwest's
proposed changes and reviewed a CEMR trouble ticket test case. Qwest issued a
trouble ticket, placed a no access on the ticket, removed the no access, logged the
trouble as cleared, and subsequently closed the ticket, CGE&Y verified that
CEMR accurately generated emails reflecting these activities which would be
transmitted to the CLECs. Moreover, the information contained in the emails
matched the infonnation in WFA. This change must be presented through the
new CMP and prioritized as agreed by the parties. Once Qwest implements this
fix, the CLEC captured cleared time from the CEMR emails would match the
trouble cleared time observed by Qwest in WPA and used to calculate
performance results..

3

5

6.5 MR-7 - Repair Repeat Report Rate

Definition

The MR-7 measure reflects the percentage of Pseudo-CLEC troubles that are
repeated within 30 days for designed services. This measure is intended to report
aggregated results for troubles on designed services. Only troubles found in both
the Pseudo-CLEC and Qwest adhoc data were considered for this analysis.

Formula

For Pseudo-CLEC captured data, this measurement is calculated by dividing the
number of designed troubles that are repeated within 30 days of when the
preceding initial trouble was closed by the total number of Pseudo-CLEC
designed trouble reports submitted. For Qwest adhoc data, this measurement is
calculated by dividing the number of designed troubles received within 30 days of
when the preceding initial trouble was closed by the total number of Pseudo-
CLEC designed troubles received.
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Results

Findings and Conclusions

Results for designed repeat repair reports using Qwest adhoc and Pseudo-CLEC
data produced identical results. Therefore,CGE&Y finds that Qwest adhoc data
for designed repeat repair report rates accurately reflects the performance
observed by the Pseudo-CLEC.

j

31
.
1

1-
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7 Billing

K

7.1 BI-1 - Time to Provide Recorded Usage Records

Definition

The BI-1A measure reflects the average interval (in business days) for Qwest to
provide recorded daily usage records to the Pseudo-CLEC. As the Qwest adhoc
data does not contain identifying information, the Pseudo-CLEC and Qwest
adhoc data sources may contain different usage records. CGE&Y's verification
of whether Qwest provided the Pseudo~CLEC with complete ODUF records
detailing all recorded usage is ongoing. (See Supplemental Evaluation of DUF
Records)

\

Formula

For Pseudo-CLEC captured data, the DUF interval is calculated by taking the
business day difference between the record date and the DUF date for each
individual usage record transmitted to the Pseudo-CLEC. This measurement is
calculatedly summing the intervals for all Pseudo-cLEC daily recorded usage
records and dividing by the total number of daily recorded usage records
transmitted to the Pseudo-CLEC. For Qwest adhoc data, the DUF interval is
calculated by multiplying the number of daily usage records transmitted
("MSGCTQTY") by the DUF interval ("ELAP_TM") for each DUF interval in
the adhoc. The sum of these products gives the total DUF interval. This
measurement is calculated by dividing the total DUF interval by the number of
daily usage records.

3

3

Results

Findings and Conclusions

Results for the time to provide daily usage records using Qwest adhoc and
Pseudo-CLEC data indicate a difference of only 0.02 days. The difference in
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results can be explained by the different set of ODUF records contained in the
Pseudo-CLEC and Qwest adhoc data sources. Therefore, CGE&Y finds that the
Qwest adhoc data for time to provide usage records accurately reflects the DUF
intervals observed by the Pseudo-CLEC during the functionality test.

7.2 BI-2- Invoices Delivered Within 10 Days

Definition

.

The BI-2 measure reflects the percentage of invoices that are transmitted via
industry standard electronically bills that are delivered within 10 days.

Formula \

For Pseudo-CLEC captured data, this measurement is calculated by dividing the
number of invoices on industry standard electronic bills that are delivered widiin
10 days of the bill date by the total number of invoices on all industry standard
electronic bills. For Qwest adhoc data, this measurement is calculated by
dividing the number of Pseudo-CLEC invoices with a difference of 10 days or
less between the bill and transmit dates by the total number of Pseudo-CLEC
invoices.

Results

Findings and Conclusions

As explained in Azlwo121 l, the difference in results for BI-2 was due to the
classification of the invoices associated with 3 electronic CRIS bills in February.
Qwest attempted to send these bills, but failed due to lack of authorization.
Qwest classified these bills as sent within 10 days for BI-2 purposes. However,
the Pseudo-CLEC did not receive these bills until July. CGE&Y found that this
constituted a failure by BI-2 standards for the invoices associated with these 3
electronic CRIS bills. Subsequently, Qwest has automated this process so that the
technician does not require authorization to create the bills on the CLEC's server.
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As a result, this Problem did not recur. Therefore, CGE&Y finds that since
March, Qwest data for the time to provide invoices on electronic bills is
accurately reporting the time to provide electronic bills observed by the Pseudo-
CLEC during the functionality test.

7.3 BI-3 - Billing Accuracy Adjustments for Errors

Definition

The BI-3 measure reflects the percentage of billed revenue that is billed without
adjustment for error.

Formula

For Pseudo-CLEC captured data, this measurement is calculated by subtracting
the absolute value of the amount of billed revenue adjusted due to error on the
Pseudo-CLEC bills from the total billed revenue and dividing by the total billed
revenue on the Pseudo-CLEC bills. The total billed revenue was extracted from
the Qwest adhoc data. The total billed revenue was verified as part of the billing
validation process during the functionality test. For Qwest adhoc data, this
measurement is calculated by subtracting the absolute value of adjustment
amounts due to error from the total billed revenue and dividing by the total billed
revenue on the Pseudo-CLEC bills.

3
i
8

Results

P

Findings and Conclusions

Results for billing accuracy using Qwest adhoc and Pseudo-CLEC data sources
produced identical results. Therefore, CGE&Y finds that the Qwest adhoc data
for billing adjustments due to error accurately reflects the adjustments due to
error observed by the Pseudo-CLEC during the functionality test.
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7.4 BI-4 - Billing Completeness

Definition

The BI-4 measure reflects the percentage of nonrecurring and recurring charges
associated with completed service orders that appear on the next available bill.

Formula

For Pseudo-CLEC captured data, this measurement is calculated by comparing
the SOC date for Pseudo-CLEC service orders with the bill date of the Pseudo-
CLEC bill on which the account appears for the first time. The number of service
orders that did not appear on the first bill after the SOC date is divided by the
total number of new service orders appearing on the Pseudo-CLEC bill. For
Qwest adhoc data, this measurement is calculated by dividing the number or
Pseudo-CLEC records with a late indicator equal to "Y" by the total number of
Pseudo-CLEC records in the adhoc file. ,

Results

Findings and Conclusions

Results for billing completeness using Qwest adhoc and Pseudo-CLEC data
indicate a difference of 1.89 percent. The Pseudo-CLEC result is based on
CGE&Y's analysis of new service orders on Pseudo-CLEC bills during the
functionality test. As explained in AZlWOl214, Qwest acknowledged it did not
properly calculate BI-4 during the functionality test. Qwest instituted a fix, and
CGE&Y verified that Qwest was properly handling "late orders."
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8 Overall Conclusions

The Functionality Test Results Comparison represents the final step of the
most comprehensive validation of an ALEC's §27l performance measurement
reporting to date. This three-stage process - Performance Measurement Audit,
Functionality Data Reconciliation, and Functionality Test Results Comparison
.- represents a complete cradle to grave review and validation of Qwest's
performance measurement data collection and processing. Based on the results
of this extensive data review, CGE&Y finds that Qwest is currently Collecting
all relevant CLEC performance data, is accurately recording the details of all
activities associated with CLEC transactions, and produces accurate
performance measurement calculations based on version 6.3 of the PID.

1

The PMA verified whether Qwest appropriately processes its performance
measurement data per the 6.3 PID. CGE&Y independently reproduced
Qwest's reported performance results for at least 3 months of data for each
performance measure disaggregation. This validated that Qwest accurately
applies the business rules and exclusions set forth in version 6.3 of the PID for
the calculation of §27l performance measurement results.

4
3

CGE&Y's data reconciliation of information provided to the Pseudo-CLEC via
gateway notifiers verified that with few exceptions, Qwest included all Pseudo-
CLEC activities in its adhoc datasets used for §27I performance measurement
data processing. Moreover, the data reconciliation verified that the majority of
data elements contained in the Qwest adhoc data matched those captured by
the Pseudo-CLEC and CGE&Y. CGE&Y issued 19 IWis as part of the data
reconciliation process. Each of these IWis was subsequently closed based on
Qwest's resolution. In fact, of the discrepancies noted in the data
reconciliation report, only Pseudo-CLEC data for BI-2 and BI-4 were found to
be materially different from Qwest adhoC data. In these cases, CGE&Y
amended results in §2.5 of the Final Report. In addition, Qwest instituted fixes
which CGE&Y verified so that Qwest's adhoc data could be relied upon for
future results.

The data reconciliation process did not validate all the Qwest adhoc data
elements that are used to calculate §271 performance measurement results.
The Functionality Test Results Comparison completed the data validation
process. For each performance measurement in Appendix C of the MTP,
CGE&Y calculated results for a corresponding aggregated measure using data
elements available in the Pseudo-CLEC data. CGE&Y compared these results
to results calculated using Qwest adhoc data for similarly aggregated measures.
The results comparison showed that in most cases, there was a high level of
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agreement between results calculated from Qwest adhoc and Pseudo-CLEC
data. For those cases where results indicated a difference, CGE&Y issued 7
IWis. CGE&Y subsequently closed these 7 IWis based on Qwest's
resolution. CGE&Y's analysis did reveal that the due date transmitted to the
Pseudo-CLEC via the original FOC did not match the due date recorded in
RSOR in a large number of cases (See AzIwo2l30). These discrepancies
were the result of manual errors on Qwest's part in providing the FOC to the
Pseudo-CLEC. The due date provided on the service order was determined per
the service interval guide but was different than the due date transmitted via
the POC. CGE&Y validated that Qwest has instituted several quality control
mechanisms to ensure FOC accuracy and agreement with the service order due
date, and retest results show that discrepancies have been significantly
reduced.

\ \

CGE&Y's analysis of Functionality Test Measure results did not reveal any
significant or systemic errors in data elements contained in the Qwest adhoc
data. In fact, discrepancies found were generally due to the Pseudo-CLEC not
receiving the same data element that is used for measurement calculation
purposes. Therefore, CGE&Y is confident that Qwest'sadhoc data is both
including all CLEC transactions and the data elements associated with CLEC
transactions are accurate and complete.

x

3

Le

Based on the findings of the described data validation process CGE&Y finds
that Qwest reported performance results accurately reflect performance
observed by CLECs. For the most part, the number and severity of
discrepancies identified in Qwest's adhoc data were immaterial and had no
significant impact on performance results. In those cases where data
discrepancies were more severe, CGE&Y verified that Qwest has fixed its
processes and is now accurately reporting performance results or is providing
the correct data element to the CLEC. Therefore the findings as presented in
§2.5 of the final report for the Pseudo-CLEC can be relied on for
parity/disparity determinations and aggregate CLEC results can be relied on
for parity/disparity determinations going forward based on CGE&Y's
validation of Qwest's fixes.

\
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1.0 Overview

1.1 Background
As an extension to the Arizona 271 testing effort, Qwest commissioned HP to evaluate its MA EDI
Stand Alone Test Environment (SATE). HP's primary objective was to provide the Arizona
Corporation Commission (ACC), Qwest and the CLEC community with an evaluation of SATE that is
unbiased, factual and representative of the experience that a CLEC would face in using SATE for
Interoperability testing to establish an MA EDI interface with Qwest. in addition, HP's objective was to
determine whether the SATE provides an adequate means of testing and support to CLECs seeking
to compete in the Arizona marketplace.

HP completed this assessment of the adequacy of Qwest'S MA EDI SATE to facilitate the efforts of
Co-Providers to test their OSS EDI interfaces. This evaluation was concluded and the Final version of
the Evaluation Report was delivered on December 21, 2001. This report included HP's assessment of
"adequacy" based on reviewing and testing eight underpinnings of SATE upon which the CLECs are
reliant. One of those eight underpinnings was the accommodation of New Release Testing within the
SATE. The Adequacy criteria was documented as follows:

"Accommodation of New Release testing." HP will evaluate Qwest's documentation and
observe Qwest's compliance to their stated expectation to provide Co-Providers with an
updated SA TE at least one month prior to the corresponding production release of /MA. "

HP conducted this eValuation and concluded that the evaluation of the implementation of the SATE
Release 8.1 did not provide an indication of the results of an implementation of a typical major release
of MA EDI. The implementation of the point release did not allow HP to consider all characteristics of
a SATE implementation as it comes available one month in advance of a production implementation
of a new MA EDI release.

Upon the conclusion of the January 28, 2002 workshop covering HP's SATE Summary Evaluation
Report, Version 3, Release Date 12/21/2001 (Summary Report), the ACC Staff, and its consultant,
DCI, directed HP to conduct an evaluation of a new SATE Release, using Version 9.0 of Qwest's MA
Release as the test object. This body of work was in line with Recommendation 7 of the Summary
Report, and also driven by comments provided by CLECs during the workshop. In determining the
scope and approach for this evaluation of a new release, HP relied on the PlD PO-19 (Draft Version
October 5, 2001) as a guide and evaluation criteria.

•

•

•

•

C

•

J

In accomplishing its objective and developing this report, HP performed the following general steps:
Developed a Release 9.0 Documentation distribution timeline
Performed an assessment of the changes to MA EDI for 9.0 as it compares to 8.1
Developed a Question Log that details any HP questions / concerns
Developed and implemented HP EDl mapping and LSR Order Entry changes
Established a Transaction Test Scenario Summary
Established Connectivity with a new Trading Partner Relationship specifically for New
Release Testing
Executed the Transaction Test cases
Documented Test Case Outcomes
Provided rate of accuracy when actual outcomes are compared to the expected results
Provided an overall evaluation of SATE New Release Testing for 9.0

Version 2.0
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Final Release
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1.0 Overview General background information, and general
information concerning this report.

2.0 Executive Summary Contains the Executive Summary

3.0 Transaction Testing
Evaluation

Contains the results from the execution of the
SATE New Release Test Approach 9.0
Transaction Test, and overall assessment of the
SATE in meeting testing needs for CLECs in
Arizona for New MA EDI Releases.

SATE New Release Test Summary Report (9.0)
i n v e n 1

Hewlett-Packard (HP), as part of its scope of responsibility to evaluate the Qwest MA SATE, provided
Preliminary and Final Summary Evaluation Report detailing its findings with respect to the adequacy
of the current MA EDI SATE.

Per Hp's Summary Evaluation Report, released on 12/21/01, HP submitted its findings related to
criteria that would establish the level of SATE adequacy. These criteria included Process,
Documentation, Accuracy and Consistency of Test Responses, Use of CLEC Input, Mirroring the
Production Environment, Accommodation of New Release Testing, and the overall CLEC Acceptance
and Meeting CLEC Needs.

1.2 Purpose of the Document
The purpose of the SATE New Release Test Summary Report is to provide a description of the
processes that HP used in conducting the SATE New Release evaluation, and to communicate the
findings and recommendations to the Acc, Qwest, and the CLEC community.

1.3 Scope
The scope of this document is to report the results that HP discovered during the course of this
evaluation. These results are from the findings that were uncovered as a result of executing the
SATE New Release Test.Approach (9.0).

The scope of this document includes the New Release Testing transaction-testing details that support
the SATE Additional Services proposal. It covers the EDI Pre-Order, Order and Post-Order functions
that are required to test the most current release of the SATE Data Document and the MA EDI
Disclosure Document for MA EDI Release 9.0. This document does not define the approach for, or
attempt to evaluate any of the processes or documentation that are specific to SATE as provided by
Qwest.

1.4 Audience
This document is intended for use by the ACC, Qwest, CLEC members of the TAG and other
interested third parties to understand Hp's evaluation of Qwest's SATE for New Release Testing.

1.5 Document Structure
The structure of this document is based in part on the Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers
(IEEE) Standard for Software Test Documentation (IEEE std 829-1983) © t 983.

The following table shows the different sections of this document and the information contained within
that section. In addition it will serve as a guide to reading this document.

Table 1 - Document Structure
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Release Date: 03/27/02

Fina! Release

MA EDI SATE Evaluation Page 6 of 47



~=~s,,. -<

88
:Ag  . .

UU
.'=.é=

piton
4.8.

-.~ .r . ...» -.. ....
. -. ' s.~':-r4.-9 5s_.

4.0 Issues Contains a description of the Issues Management
process used, and the results of logging issues for
this New Release Testing evaluation.

Appendix A Issues Tracking Log List of issues that have been formally presented to
Qwest and the community in compliance with the
formal issues management process.

Appendix B Issues Summary Table of Issues by New Release Testing Phase
Each issue is categorized by type of issue along
with the issue status at the time this report is
delivered.

Appendix C New Release Transaction
Test Results Reporting
Summary

Results from the New Release Transaction Test.

Appendix D Phase I -

SATE 9.0 HP9 Transaction
Scenario Summary -
Regression Testing

This is an EXCEL spreadsheet that includes a row
for each LSR that was processed through the
SATE during the Regression Test. Each row
t racks the date sent  and the response date
received. Additionally if an error occurred the
error date is indicated. The HP EDI team updated
this spreadsheet as the EDI LSR's were sent and
the EDlresponses were received on Hp's Test
Harness.

Appendix E Phase I -

SATE 9.0 HP9 Transaction
Scenario Summary -
Progression Testing

This is an EXCEL spreadsheet that includes a row
for each LSR that was processed through the
SATE during the Progression Test. Each row
t racks the date sent  and the response date
received. Additionally if an error occurred the
error date is indicated. The HP EDI team updated
this spreadsheet as the EDI LSR's were sent and
the EDI responses were received on Hp's Test
Harness.

Appendix F Phase I -

SATE 9.0 HP9 Scenario
Testing Comments -
Regre$$i0n

This is an EXCEL spreadsheet that includes a row
for  each Regression Test Scenario. This
document records an entry for each activity that
occurred as the transaction was processed in the
Interoperability environment. The conversation
and explanations received from Qwest are noted
in th is  log. Each scenar io is assigned the
appropriate status as follows:

» Blank=Not executed

• 1=Scenario Completed

2=Scenario in Process

3=HP Researching

• 4=Qwest Researching

SATE New Release Test Summary Report (9.0)
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Appendix G Phase I

SATE 9.0 HP9 Scenario
Testing Comments -
Progression

This is an EXCEL spreadsheet that includes a row
for  each Progression Test Scenario. This
document records an entry for each activity that
occurred as the transaction was processed in the
Interoperability environment. The Conversation
and explanations received from Qwest are noted
in th is  log. Each scenar io is assigned the
appropriate status as follows:

• Blank=not executed

1=Scenario Completed

» 2=Scenario in Process

• 3=HP Researching

4=Qwest Researching

Appendix H The SATE New Release
Testing Open Question Log

Questions that are the result of documentation
and process reviews as wel l  as anything that
came about during the execution of the
transaction test itself. This Question Log was
maintained each week with updates made
according to input provided by both Qwest and
HP.

Appendix I The SATE New Release
Testing Closed Question Log

Question that were resolved by Qwest and HP
over  t he el apsed t im e o f  t he New Release
Testing.

Appendix J SATE Negotiated Project
Schedule for Progression
Testing

As part of the Qwest established process a project
schedule is negotiated with the co-provider. This
appendix is the HP/Qwest Negotiated Project
Schedule for  the in i t i a l  New Release SATE
Transaction Test - Phase I

Appendix K SATE 9.0 Regression Testing
Usage Plan

Hp's projection for SATE usage in the Regression
Testing mode.

Appendix L SATE 9.0 Trading Partner
Relationship worksheet

HP' s updated Trading Partner worksheet required
specifying MA EDI Release 9.0 EDI envelope set
up.

Appendix M Phase ll

Business Rules Testing
Scenario Summary

This  i s  an Excel  spreadsheet  that  l i s t s  the
scenarios utilized t o  t es t  f o r  bus i ness  ru l e
changes and/or additions for Release 9.0 as the
business rule changes are documented in
Appendix F,  Appendix E and the Disclosure
Documentation.

Appendix N Business Rules Testing
Working Papers:

Part 1 - Appendix F of MA
Disclosure Documentation

Part 2 - Appendix E of MA
Disclosure Documentation

This is HP' s working paper used to determine
what changes made to business rules for MA EDI
9.0 apply to the SATE. This analysis document
was used to prepare the business rules testing
scenarios.

Appendix O Phase II - This is an Excel spreadsheet that includes a row

SATE New Release Test Summary Report (9.0)
i n v e n I
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Business Rules Testing
Progression Testing
Comments Log

for each Progression Test Scenario. This
document records an entry for each activity that
occurred as the transaction was processed in the
Interoperability environment. Conversation and
explanations received from Qwest are noted in
this log. Each scenario is assigned the
appropriate status as follows:

• Blank=Not executed

• 1=Scenario Completed

• 2=Scenario in Process

» 3=HP Researching

• 4=Qwest Researching

Appendix P Phase ll -

Business Rules Testing
Regression Testing
Comments Log

This is an Excel spreadsheet that includes a row
for each Regression Test ScenariO. This
document records an entry for each activity that
occurred as the transaction was processed in the
Interoperability environment. Conversation/
explanations received from Qwest are noted in
this log. Each scenario is assigned the
appropriate status as follows:

• Blank=Not executed

• 1=Scenario Completed

• 2=Scenario in Process

• 3=HP Researching

• 4=Qwest Researching

Appendix Q Phase III Expected Results
Verification for Stability and
Regression Testing Scenario
Summary and Comments
Logs. This Appendix will
include 4 documents:

•

•

•

Part 1 Regression
Scenario Summary,

Part 2 Progression
Scenario Summary,

Part 3 Regression
Comments and

• Part 4 Progression
Comments.

These spreadsheets are formatted identical to
those of Phase I for scenario summary and
comments.log activity. Phase III was conducted
as a Stability test and full regression of Phase I to
determine the level of change in the environment
between the beginning and end of the New
Release testing period.

Appendix R SATE 9.0 Errors Lists These are the Business Process Layer Errors
Lists published for the new MA Release 9.0 that
were used to build the Phase ll business rules test
and provide validation of those test results.

Appendix S SATE 9.0 MA EDI Disclosure
Publications

This is a
Disclosure

link to the MA EDI Release 9.0
documentation that HP used to

SATE New Release Test Summary Report (9.0)
i n v e n f
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determine EDI mapping changes and Business
rules edit changes required for New Release
Testing.

http://vvww.qwest.com/disclosures/netdisclosure40
9.htmI.

Appendix T SATE 9.0 Production Mirror
impasse Response

This is Hp's response to the Production Mirror
Impasse issue.

Appendix U SATE 9.0 Scenarios that
utilized VICKI Paths

This is a spreadsheet that details the Phase I and
Phase Ill scenarios that were executed using
VICKI response paths.

Appendix V SATE 9.0 Functionality
Tested

NewProducts and activities tested in SATE
Release Test for SATE 9.0 MA EDI Release

Appendix W Release 9.0 Documentation
distribution timeline

This is the history of all documents released to the
community for 9.0 during the life of the SATE New
Release Test. These documents were utilized as
part of this testing.

Appendix X PO-19 SATE New PID
030ot01 - Final Draft

Performance measurement document used as the
basis for establishing the benchmark for this test.

Appendix Y SATE Data SATE Data

Appendix Z Data Request Data Request made by HP for Qwest's CLEC
usage.
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Hp's Draft Proposal to the ACC for SATE Testing
Additional Services

February 13, 2002

Qwest MA EDI Implementation Guidelines January 21, 2002 9.0
Qwest MA EDI 9.0 Data Document for SATE January 28, 2002 2
Qwest MA EDI 9.0 Data Document for SATE Janus 29,2002 3
Qwest MA EDI 9.0 Data Document for SATE February 4, 2002 4
Qwest MA EDI 9.0 Data Document for SATE February 20, 2002 pa
Qwest MA EDI 9.0 Developer Worksheets January 21, 2002
Qwest MA EDI 9.0 Network Disclosure Documentation January 21, 2002
Qwest MA EDI 9.0 Error List - BPL Errors January 30, 2002 2
Qwest MA EDI 9.0 Error List - Legacy System Errors February 4, 2002 2
Qwest MA EDI 9.0 Error List - BPL Errors February 25, 2002 3
Production Mirror Impasse Statement March 14, 2002
PO-19 SATE New PID 030ct01Final Draft October 03 2001 Final Draft
IMA-EDI Stand Alone Test Environment White Paper May 25, 2001 1.0

I T SATE New Release Test Summary Report (9.0)
i n v e n I

1.6 References
The following documents are referenced as part of this New Release Testing, 9.0 Transaction Test
Summary Report:

Table 2 - References
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2.0 Executive Summary
As explained in the background (Section 1.1), HP issued its Summary Evaluation Report on
December 21, 2001. In section 2.1 .6 of that document, HP reported the following finding for the SATE
accommodation of new release testing for the implementation of new MA EDI releases:

"HP evaluated the SA TE's adequacy for new release testing by evaluating pre~release testing
for /MA 8.01. Qwest's process for SATE new release testing appeared to be an exception to
QwestS normal point release implementation. Point releases normally do not affect the EDI
or CPL layer, however, release 8.07 did provide the implementation of new BPL edits. This
evaluation /'s inconclusive because HP was not able to fully verify that the SATE iS adequate
fornew release testing. "

HP included in its Summary Evaluation Report the following recommendation that was aimed at
ensuring that the SATE adequately supports CLEC new release testing,

"Recommendation 7 - To ensure that the SATE is adequate for fol/ release testing, HP
recommends that MA SA TE release 9.0 be tested. This release is expected to take place
February 2002. " .

Upon the conclusion of the January 28, 2002 workshop covering HP's SATE Summary Evaluation
Report, Version 3, Release Date 12/21/2001 (Summary Report), the ACC Staff, and its consultant,
DCI, directed HP to conduct an evaluation of a new SATE Release, using Version 9.0 of Qwest's MA
Release as the test object. This body of work was in line with Recommendation 7 of the Summary
Report, and also driven by comments provided by CLECs during the workshop.

In response to the ACC directive, HP developed a test plan that relied on the PID PO-19 (Draft
Version October 5, 2001) as a guide and evaluation criteria. Based upon its initial evaluation of PO-
19, HP divided the Sate New Release Test into 4 Phases:

Phase I - Expected Results Verification
Phase ll - Business Rules Testing
Phase Ill - Expected Results Verification for Stability and Regression Testing
Phase IV - Production mirror Testing

The wording in the PID, as agreed to by the community, specifically defines the scope used to
measure the level of accuracy, expected of a New Release test of SATE as follows: 'Includes one
test transaction for each scenario published in the MA EDI Data Document - for the Stand Alone Test
Environment (SA TE)'.

HP performed this test in Phase I of the HP New Release Test of SATE 9.0. Phase I provides the
information necessary to meet the requirements of the PID formula calculation which results in the
percentage unit of measure. This percentage is compared to the benchmark established by HP for
the Purpose of this evaluation as a level of accuracy. Refer to Section 3.3.4 on page 18 for the
benchmark rationale.

HP performed Phase ll - Business Rules testing - per the interpretation of the PID language that
suggests there be strict adherence to business rules published in the most current MA EDI
Disclosure Documentation for each release and the associated Addenda. Although no benchmark
has been established in PID PO-19 for this measurement, HP believes that that this measure is
important in establishing the level of accuracy in business rule implementation of SATE for new
releases as indicated in the PID language "strict adherence to business rules". Refer to Section 3.3.4
on page 18 for the benchmark rationale.

Version 2.0
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/

Phase III - Expected Results Verification of Stability and Regression Testing - of the HP New Release
Test of SATE 9.0 was a re-test of Phase I and was performed to show stability in the environment
during the month that SATE was available to the community prior to the new MA Release being
introduced into production. Although no benchmark has been established in PID PO-19 for this
measurement, HP believes that that this measure is important in establishing the stability and
accuracy of SATE for new releases to fulfill the spirit of this PID as stated in its purpose "Eva/uates
Qwest's ability to provide accurate production-like tests to CLECs". Refer to Section 3.3.4 on page 18
for the benchmark rationale.

Phase IV - Production Mirror Testing - was originally included in the scope of the HP New Release
Test Approach, based upon HP's` initial understanding of PO-19. However, further analysis of the
definition and record associated with PO-19 caused HP to determine that the PID is not intended to
assess production likeness and, in fact, the PID did not support Production Mirror Testing. Therefore,
HP did not perform this test. (Please refer to SeCtion 3.6.2 for a more detailed discussion).

2.1 Findings
HP has completed the New Release Test of the most current MA EDI implementation that was
brought to SATE on January 28, 2002. HP has determined that the Qwest SATE is adequate to
support New Release Testing by a CLEC. HP's conclusion is based upon the following results:

•

•

The SATE provides the CLEC with data and functionality to test its interface for all products
being used by CLECs on Qwest's MA EDI environment. The data provided in the available
scenarios represent transactions that would result in a successfully completed LSR in
production, as specified in the MA EDI Disclosure Document.
The SATE provides the CLEC with the ability to test its interface up to 30 days in advance of
the production release of the corresponding Qwest MA EDI Release.
Although the SATE processes and documentation continue to be enhanced through Qwest's
internal process and input from the CLECs in the SATE User Group, the Qwest EDI
Implementation team continues to provide the support required to aid a CLEC in developing
it's interface to a new MA EDI Release.
CLECs appear to be successful in using SATE and many CLECs appear to be migrating to
using the SATE rather than Qwest's Interoperability environment as indicated by the Data
Request Returned by Qwest on March 27, 2002. See Appendix Z for this Data Request.

HP employed a phased approach to this testing as documented in the HP SATE New Release
Testing Approach document (9.0).

Each Phase of this test was developed per HP's interpretation of the PID PO-19 SATE measurement.
The PlD-po19 served as a guide to the level of testing'that was conducted to ensure an objective and
impartial result was achieved.

Phase I testing focused on the verification of the expected results for all scenarios made
available within the SATE Data Document approximately 30 days in advance of a new MA
EDI release being deployed into production.
Phase ll testing focused on the validation of business rules changes that came about with the
new MA EDI 9.0 release.
Phase ill testing focused on the validation of consistency in results for all scenarios available
within the SATE Data Document over the 30-day testing period for a new release.

PHASE I
The Phase I testing outcome produced a 93% level of accuracy in expected results. While this result
does not meet the PO-19 benchmark of 95% the margin of shortfall is small. in addition, HP has
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observed a clear trend across release 7, 8 and 9.0 testing is showing that Qwest should achieve the
95% accuracy rate with the next implementation of MA EDI changes into SATE.

1

Therefore, HP concludes that overall for Phase I test result is Adequate, as no re-test necessary.

PHASE ll
HP conducted this phase of testing to determine if the new business rules that were documented in
the MA EDI Disclosure Document for Release 9.0 in Appendix E and Appendix F were made
available in the SATE approximately 30 days in advance of those new or updated business rules were
rolled into the production MA EDI environment. In conducting this analysis, HP categorized
unexpected responses into two categories - those measured by PO-19, and those that are not
measured by PO-19.

Phase II performance, as measured by PO-t9, indicates that 97% (96.6) of transactions yielded
expected results in terms of EDI Mapping, Data Attributes, and Workflow. HP believes that this level
of performance is adequate to support CLEC new release testing.

Table 3 - Results Summary

PHASE Ill
HP conducted this phase of testing to assist in verifying the stability in the SATE for the period of time
that would allow a CLEC to prepare for the new release production implementation. HP was looking
for consistency in the outcomes of each scenario available in the SATE while comparing the test
results for each scenario from PHASE I to the outcome of the same scenario when executed in Phase
ill. Phase I took place approximately 28 days prior to the production availability of the new release,
and Phase ill took place just 5 days before production implementation of this 9.0 release. This
comparison of Phase I to Phase Ill outcomes provides the understanding of how reliable the testing
environment is approximately 30 days in advance of the production deployment.

Additionally, Phase III allowed HP to evaluate the results as a full regression test to ensure that any
Data Document changes, made by Qwest as corrective actions based on Phase I results, were
implemented successfully with no impact to the overall outcome of all scenarios available in the
SATE.

HP has observed a positive result when evaluating the stability and the consistency of results for the
period of approximately 30 days. The Phase Ill testing found a 95% accuracy rate overall which
meets the diagnostic benchmark established by HP for the purpose of evaluating this phase of the
new release test.

During this engagement, HP identified issues associated with documentation, test account data, EDI
mapping and business rules implementation. HP followed the Formal Issues Management process
and documented these issues accordingly. Qwest has initiated corrective actions for most of the
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issues identified to date. Additionally, HP only realized minor schedule impacts to its overall
transaction evaluation as a result of the problems identified.

2.2 Recommendations
HP has developed recommendations aimed at ensuring that the SATE remains adequate for
supporting new releases of the MA EDI interface. This will ensure that Qwest provides an
environment that supports certification and new release testing to serve Arizona CLEC's needs on an
ongoing basis. The specific issues and recommendations are as follows:

All issues that have a status of "Closed-Unresolved" or "Open" as of the distribution of this
document be incorporated into the SATE User Group and CMP process.
Supporting documentation be provided to more clearly clarify the calculations and
measurement process of PID PO-19. `
Qwest should consider asking CLECs to submit data requests for negative scenarios and BPL
edits for key transactions. Qwest provide a clearly defined process to ensure timely resolution
of production mirror issues encountered by CLECs during post SATE certification.
Qwest include scenarios in data document reflecting all business rule changes identified iN
the New Release change summary documentation.

)

3.0 Transaction Testing Evaluation

3.1 Overview
HP evaluated the ability of Qwest's MA EDI SATE to support MA EDI Release of V9.0 as a new
release. HP relied on its understanding of the Performance Indicator Definition (PID) Po-t9 to guide
the criteria and approach for evaluating this release, The transaction test evaluation provided the
data used to assess the adequacy of Qwest's MA EDI SATE to facilitate CLECs in testing its EDI
interfaces. ,

The evaluation of Qwest's SATE for a new release focuses on several aspects:
Availability of Test Environment - The testing environment has to be made available to the
CLECs in advance of the new release going into production on the OSS systems. Qwest has
stated that this availability is made approximately TO days in advance of the new release
going into production.
Stability of the Testing Environment - Does the documentation and systems remain stable
from the introduction of the new release in the testing environment to the date the new MA
release becomes available in the production MA-EDI environment.
Performance of New Release - Does SATE support a New Release of MA EDI in terms of
EDI Mapping and documented Expected results, as measured by the conditions of PO-19.

3.2 Arch itecture
This New Release Testing approach is focused on verification of Qwest's documented EDI and
business rules changes for MA EDI Release 9.0. More precisely this transaction test focuses on only
those changes as a result of the Qwest implementation of Release 9.0 that affect the available
scenarios within the current SATE release 9.0 data document.

/

The following diagram, taken from Qwest's White Paper on "The MA EDI Stand-Alone Test
Environment", dated May 25, 2001, Version 1.0, has been modified by HP to show the interaction of
VICKI in the SATE. The original diagram was presented in Qwest's SATE White Paper to describe
the logical components that are part of the SATE architecture. These same components will be
included in this New Release testing event. -
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NOTE: This approach does not include a comprehensive evaluation of the VICKI enhancement. HP
has used the VICKI response technique to accelerate the transaction testing.
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The following modules were tested by HP during the transaction test evaluation:
The MA Module (including an EDI Translator)
Stubbing System Module

Below is a description of each module as it is documented in the Qwest White Paperl

MA Module (including an EDI Translator) - This is an actual version of MA configured to direct
requests to the Stubbing System instead of the back-end systems it normally calls. It runs all the edits
to determine whether the detailed fields within a transaction are valid. The only modifications made
especially for this version are listed below:

Certain edits are turned off. These edits in no way affect acceptance of a function performed
by a CLEC. These edits are most often used to determine whether an LSR requires Manual
Handling before service orders are sent.
The SATE uses generic CLECs that can be used by different actual CLECs over time. The
SATE version of MA is therefore configured to hold identification information for these generic
CLECs.
Other minor changes determined during detailed design.

Stubbing System Module - MA will be accessing this system using the same Application
Programming Interfaces (ApIs) that the Production version of MA uses when calling back-end
systems.

The system, in most cases, returns responses to MA using data-driven stubs. For example, CLECs
send requests to MA to find the address associated with a given telephone number. In production,
MA sends a request to the Fetch 'n' Stuff system, which in turn sends a request to PREMIS to gather
such information. In the SATE however, the request is sent from MA to the Stubbing System. There,

1 NOTE: the Qwest White Paper is no longer supported as it has been incorporated into the EDI
Implementation Guidelines - for interconnect Mediated Access (MA) and Facility Based Directory Listings
(FBDL), however this specific architecture information was not carried forward.
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the request is parsed and the telephone number is looked up in a database. If the number is found,
the preset response specified for that number is sent back to MA. If it is not, a generic "No Match "
response is sent to MA.

This basic stub process is replicated for calls to most of the stubbed back-end systems. In some
cases, however, an external system is not called, but instead a database is accessed. For instance,
in Production, calls to the Loop Qualification Database (one of the systems that is stubbed) are made
via SQL Query. Therefore, for this case, the Stubbing System simply has a database view which
matches the view called in production and the underlying tables are populated with SATE specific
data.

Regular Cleanup Process - Since Co-Provider IDs can be passed from one Co-Provider to another
in the SATE, the environment is flushed of all transactional data on a monthly basis. This data
includes reserved appointments, telephone numbers, and the LSRs entered by Co-Providers.

VlCKl (Virtual Interconnect Center Knowledge Ini t iator) - W ith VICKI, Qwest wi l l  automate
transactions that are automated in production, and leave manual processes that are currently manual
in production. Events will be technically created in the following manner:

FOCs - VlCKl then uses a Flow Through Service emulator to create an FOC based on
production FOC examples for that Product, Activity, and Supp Type Combination.
All Status Updates and Completions - VlCKI sends CRM like messages, In the case of
Completions, these are based on production Completions examples for that Product, Activity,
and Supp Type Combination.
Second FO Cs  f o r  a  spec i f i c  LSR, Manual Rejects, Non-Fatals ,  and LSR Level
Jeopardies - These are still manually created from the FOM in the exact same manner as in
production.

3.3 Purpose of Evaluation Methods
Transaction tests were performed to validate that the SATE can provide CLECs with a stable
environment to test new release changes as prescribed by the Arizona PO-19 SATE Performance
Measurement. HP analyzed the information provided in the Qwest Release 9.0 documentation to
establish an assessment of the EDI and Business Rules changes, and determine the extent of testing
necessary to verify the MA EDI 9.0 release is available within SATE. Additionally HP performed an
evaluation of the accuracy of the outcomes generated by SATE per Qwest's implementation of the
expected release changes in the SATE for use by the CLEC community and independent vendors for
New Release Testing. This includes the competence of SATE to react to LSR's providing results that
are consistent with those scenarios and their expected results as they are provided in the 9.0 Data
Document.

HP conducted a three-phase test that is correlated to the SATE Performance Measurement PO-19
specifications. The three phases address language provided by PO-19. These transaction test
phases are:

)

•

Phase I
Phase ll
Phase IH

Expected Results Verification
Business Rules Testing
Expected Results Verification for Stability and Regression Testing

The outcome of the three phases of transaction testing provided the percentage of accuracy in
transaction outcomes when compared to the Release 9.0 Data Document and the percentage of
successfully implemented business rules changes identified that affect SATE scenarios.

Each testing phase is described below.
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3.3.1 Phase I - Expected Results Verification
HP executed every test bed scenario that is represented in the Stand
PID PO-19 has guided for the SATE New Release of MA EDI.

Alone Test Environment as the

"/no/udes one test transaction for each scenario published in the /MA EDI Data Document
the Stand Alone Test Environment (SA TE)."

for

As documented in the PID this set of transactions were executed:

"when a full or point release of MA is installed in SATE. These transactions will be executed
within Hve business days of the numbered release being originally installed in SA TE, This #ve
business-day period will be referred to as the "Testing Window. "

Pass I Fail Criteria
HP determined the success or failure of each of the Phase I test scenarios based on the expectations
described in the PID.

"The successful execution of a transaction is determined by the Qwest Test Engineer according
to:

• The expected results of the test scenario as described in the MA EDI Data Document
for the Stand Alone Test Environment (SA TE) and the ED/ disclosure document.
The transactions strict adherence to business rules published in Qwest's most current
/MA ED/ Disclosure Documentation for each re/ease and the associated Addenda"

=§

A scenario "Passed" the Phase l test if the actual results received were the same as the expected
results documented in the most current SATE 9.0 Data Document.

A scenario "Failed" the Phase I test~ if the actual results received were different to the expected
results documented in the most current SATE 9.0 Data Document.

3.3.2 Phase ll - Business Rules Testing

This test evaluated those business rules that have changed in SATE due to the new MA-EDI Release
9.0. HP derived a list of test scenarios based on Appendix F - Release 9.0 Change Summary,
Appendix E updated Additional MA edits for 9.0 to Qwest's MA EDI 9.0 Disclosure Documentation,
and the Qwest IMA-EDI 9.0 Disclosure Documentation.

These scenarios were executed in SATE to determine if the business rules documented in the most
Current MA-EDI Network Disclosure documentation have been implemented successfully into the
SATE test bed.

This test made use of the current MA EDI Business Process Layer Error List and the current MA EDI
Legacy Systems error l ist as a comparison to the response provided for the each transaction
submitted.

The following PID language was the basis of this testing phase:

"The transactions strict adherence to business rules published in Qwest's most current MA
ED/ Disclosure Documentation for each release and the associated Addenda, "

Pass/Fail Criteria
HP determined the success or failure of each of the Phase H test scenarios based on the expectations
described in the PID,
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A scenario "Passed" the Phase ll test if the actual results received were the same as the expected
results documented by HP in the Business Rules Scenario Summary Worksheet.

A scenario "Failed" the Phase ll test if the actual results received were different from the expected
results documented by HP in the Business Rules Scenario Summary Worksheet.

3.3.3 Phase Ill - Expected Results Verification for Stability and Regression Testing

HP executed a second transaction test to demonstrate the stability of the SATE from the point the
new release is implemented in the test environment, 30 days in advance of the MA production
implementation, until the time the release is deployed to production.

This Phase of testing was executed 5 days prior to the production release was deployed. The same
transactions and the same pass/fail criteria for Phase I apply to this phase of testing,

Additionally this test phase addressed those transactions that failed the Phase I testing. HP
anticipated that any failures captured in the Phase I testing would be corrected by the time Phase ill
was executed. This Phase served as a Full RegresSion test, to ensure that any corrective actions
taken by Qwest would not have any adverse affects to any other test scenario outcomes.

Pass/Fail Criteria
HP determined the success or failure of each of the Phase III test scenarios based on the same
criterion as Phase I.

A scenario "Passed" the Phase HI test if the actual results received were the same as the expected
results documented in the most current SATE 9.0 Data Document.

A scenario "Failed" the Phase Ill test if the actual results received were different to the expected
results documented in the most current SATE 9.0 Data Document.

3.3.4 Benchmark

HP established its benchmark using PID PO-19 for guidance. As of the date of this report, no
consensus has been reached in Arizona on a performance benchmark. HP recommended a
benchmark of 95% in December 2001, and in its SATE NewRelease Test Approach 9.0 Transaction
Test document. HP also considered the discussions in the Regional Oversight Committee (ROC) test
for Qwest. The ROC Executive Steering Committee ruled on an impasse resolution and adopted the
benchmark of 95 percent for the states under the ROC jurisdiction.

3.3.4.1 Community's Perceptive on the ROC's Benchmark

January 28/2002 ROC Steering Committee Resolution

"by a unanimous vote of nine (9) to zero (0); with one abstention, the Steering
Committee (SC) determined that the benchmark to be used for the ROC PO~19
PID should be 95% beginning in March 2002 and should be revisited within six
months of that time.

The SC considered the following key aspects in its determination:
A benchmark of 95% does not seem unreasonable based on current results
Implementation of this interim benchmark starting in March 2002 coupled with a
6-month review allows time for enhancements to the SA TE platform to reach
maturity and stability before a final benchmark is established

•

•
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A 95% benchmark in the interim should encourage Qwest to not release future
upgrades of SA TE until such time as the release is performing at least to a 95%
level of accuracy, thus furnishing the CLECs with reasonable assurance of a
stable platform .

Voting on the issue: All states in attendance except Minnesota that abstained.
North Dakota, New Mexico and Wyoming were not represented on the call. "

3.3.4.2 HP's Perspective on the PO-19 Benchmark

HP adopted the 95% benchmark for reporting on findings for all phases of this test, as described
in the HP SATE New Release Test Approach 9.0 Transaction Test document. The rationale for
this benchmark included the fact that this benchmark was passed with a unanimous vote on the
ROC and thus enjoys a wide acceptance within the Qwest territory, and that it is the last proposed
benchmark for Arizona. \

In preparing for the execution of the new release test, HP observed several issues in applying the
meaning of the PID as an absolute standard:

• There currently exists no consensus on the benchmark for PID PO-19 in Arizona. It
remains at impasse.
This benchmark for PID PO-19 will be implemented in March 2002 for the ROC.
The PID PO-19 formula that provides a basis for computing the Phase I results, uses a
cumulative value of test results from all the currently supported MA EDI releases (MA
EDI releases 7.0, 8.0 and 9.0). The accumulation of results from multiple releases is
outside the scope of this evaluation.
PO-19 measures accuracy of expected responses from scenarios defined in the SATE
Data Document. These scenarios are to be tested during the 5-day "testing window", that
is within five days after the new release is introduced in SATE, PO-19, therefore, can not
be used as an absolute standard for the results for Phase ill of this project.
PO-19, as currently defined, measures transaction functionality, field characteristics, and
transaction format for a set of scenarios defined in the SATE Data Document. It does not
provide a way to measure the consistency of scenario content and legacy messages
between SATE and production.

Based on the points above, HP has applied the following interpretation for the use of a
benchmark for the SATE New Release Test:

HP has applied the 95% benchmark for all three phases of this New Release Test.
HP has applied the 95% benchmark in February as HP was tasked to perform the SATE
New Release Test based on the PID PO-19 in Februaryand SATE 9.0 was being
implemented within the January/February time frame.
As HP was tasked to test the SATE release for the 9.0 Version of MA EDI, it has applied
the PID PO-19 formula for the new release only, and not cumulative across all the
supported releases in SATE as the formula in the PID is written.
HP believes that each new release should individually meet the 95% benchmark. In lieu
of an approved benchmark for Expected Results Verification, HP looked to standards for
a quality measurement that have wide acceptance in the industry, HP has determined
that a large body of software development organizations pursue a quality goal between
95% or 97.5%. HP chose the 95% benchmark due to the consensus vote for the SATE
measurement across the RGC community, and because it is the last proposed value for
the Arizona benchmark.
HP believes that a benChmark of 95% is reasonable for Phase ll. In lieu of an approved
benchm ark for  Business Rules Test ing,  HP looked to standards for  a qual i t y
measurement that have wide acceptance in the industry. HP has determined that a large
body of software development organizations pursue a quality goal between 95% or

Version 2.0

Release Date: 03/27/02

Final Release

MA EDI SATE Evaluation Page 19 of 47



SATE New Release Test Summary Report (9.0)
i n v e n I

97.5%. HP chose the 95% benchmark due to the consensus vote for the SATE
measurement across the ROC community in relation to the Expected Results Verification,
and because it is the last proposed value for the Arizona benchmark. HP sees no reason
to utilize a standard greater than what has been set for Expected Results Verification
when evaluating Business Rules.
HP believes that a benchmark of 95% is reasonable for Phase Ill considering that the
purpose is to measure the Stability in Expected Results and assurance that Qwest has
successfully implemented changes that are verifiable through Regression Testing. Since
this test is a repeat of Phase I ... Expected Result Verification with the exception of the
timing, it is justifiable to utilize the same benchmark.

3_4 Methodology
This New Release transaction testing followed the general principles established in the Qwest EDI
implementation Guide (http://www.uswest.com/wholesale/ima/edi/document.html). it did not evaluate
any transactions that fall outside of the available data supported within Release 9.0 of the SATE. It
considered all MA EDI Release 9.0 documentation that had been provided by Qwest.

The HP New Release Test of SATE did not include the "CLEC Experience" as it would occur if all
parties followed the processes established for a CLEC start up or any of the processes specific to the
use of SATE, rather, HP executed this transaction test in the role of an objective third party and
trusted advisor to all parties .- Qwest, ACC and the CLEC community.

The HP Test Harness supported an order entry tool and an EDI translation tool that allowed the entry
and formatting of LSR's as prescribed by the Qwest pre-order and ordering rules for MA EDl 9.0.

Once the orders were translated into the standard EDI format according to the Qwest 9.0 release
specifications, they were sent on to SATE. Responses received from Qwest provided the basis for
comparison to the Qwest MA EDI 9.0 SATE Data Document for expected responses. This data was
collected using the same technology that was used for the Arizona 271 OSS Test.

An Issues Management process was utilized to identify and manage resolution of New Release
Transaction test issues across Phase I, Phase II and Phase Ill. Details of this process are provided in
the SATE Issues Management Process found under separate cover. `

A public call was held weekly to review the status of the New Release Transaction testing with all
parties. All documentation and assistance made available to HP by Qwest for use by HP in the
development and/or establishment of the MA EDI 9.0 interfaces to the SATE have been made
available to all participants to verify that HP has not being given special treatment.

3.5 ScenaHos
HP executed the scenarios as they are presented in the MA EDI SATE 9.0 Data Document, and
listed in Appendix V of this plan.

* .

HP employed the use of VlCKl for response generation. This was done to eliminate the constraint of
being able to receive FOC responses for only the first 10 transactions per day. HP did not undertake
a comprehensive test of VICKI. HP utilized 10% of the available VICKI paths. Although the comment
logs do document the use of VlCKl on applicable scenarios, there is no relevance to the outcomes of
this use, as HP did not maintain statistics specific to VICKI as part of this New Release Test of 9.0.
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3.6 Variances
The~foIlowing items have been addressed by HP during the SATE New Release Testing, yet
represent variances to what was planned in the SATE New Release Test Approach 9.0 Transaction
Test document.

3.6.1 SATE Data Documents

The purpose of Phase III was intended to evaluate the status of SATE five days prior to Release 9.0
being deployed into Production. In anticipation of the roll out of SATE Flow through capabilities,
Qwest released an updated SATE Data Document v9.05. This release of the Data Document
presented a large number of account data changes to facilitate the Flow Through capability, This
significant Data Document change impacted the purpose of the Phase Ill testing. HP and Qwest
compromised on a "special" release of the SATE Data Document v9,04a to allow HP to move forward
with Phase Ill testing with the same account data that was utilized in Phase l. Although HP realizes
the Data Document that rolled out with the Production deployment of MA EDl Release 9.0 was
significantly different than used in Phase ill testing, HP believes that the special release of 9.04a
allowed HP to compare the variance in results of Phase l to those of Phase Ill.

3.6.2 Phase IV Production Likeness Testing
HP originally included the production mirror test in the scope of the HP New Release Test Approach.
This was due to HP' s interpretation of the language in PID PO-19. However, HP did not perform the
Production Mirror phase of testing for the following reasons:

HP was made aware that it's interpretation of PID PO-19 was contrary to the decisions that
had taken place at a TAG meeting on September 27, 2002 where the production mirror
language was rejected.
HP revisited the results of the SATE Release 7.0 Evaluation and found that the execution of
Phase IV, as written in the SATE New Release Test Approach 9.0 Transaction Test document
would not have provided additional detail on the overall accuracy of production mirroring
because it would only be testing the new release portion of a SATE release-

3.6.2.1 Production Mirror not accepted by Community

HP proposed modification to the PID PO-19 in reference to the inclusion 'production-mirror' test.
Those PID changes, as proposed by HP, were subsequently rejected by the community in December
20013. The following language from PID PO-19 indicates that the CLEC community and Qwest agreed
to test the mirroring between SATE and the MA EDI Disclosure Document.

"The successful execution of a transaction is determined by the Qwest Test Engineer
according to:

The expected results of the test scenario as described in the MA EDI Data
Document - for the Stand Aione Test Environment (SATE) and the EDI
disclosure document.
The transactions strict adherence to business rules published in Qwest's most
current MA EDI Disclosure Documentation for each release and the associated
Addenda"

2 The production mirror test has been raised to impasse with the ACC Staff, and is still under consideration at
the time of this report.
"HP was asked in December of 2001 to provide comments to the PID. HP did so and included the following
comment to the Description of PO-19: "The identical transactions (to those used to measure accuracy of the
SATE), will be executed in production when the new release is installed in production." HP provided these
comments and the comments were subsequently rejected by the community;
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®

SATE New Release Test Summary Report (9.0)
i n v e n I

x

HP revisited the need to perform the Phase IV Production Likeness testing in conjunction with Hp's
Recommendation 7 based on comments generated after review of Hp's SATE New Release Test
Approach 9.0 Transaction Test document. Per the following understanding, HP removed the
Production Mirror test from the scope of the SATE New Release Test Approach 9.0 Transaction Test
document:

The PO-19 measurement never provided for a measurement of Production Mirror accuracy

Finally, the HP New Release Test of SATE 9.0, listed as Recommendation 7 in the SATE Summary
Evaluation Report - Final Version 3.0 dated 12/21/01, does not require the completion of a production
mirror test to maintain the 'adequate' rating as summarized by HP. The recommendations as
provided in the by HP Final Evaluation of the Qwest MA EDI SATE are intended to ensure that the
Qwest MA EDI SATE remains adequate for the CLEC's needs going forward, not as a contingency
for adequacy.

3.6.2.2 HP's SATE 7.0 Production Mirror Test

HP conducted a production mirror test during original SATE Transaction Evaluation. This test was
based on functionality that HP had been certified to order through HP's Arizona 271 interconnection.
The functionality that was tested included: Address Validation, Customer Service Record Query,
Service Availability Query, Facility Availability Query, Connecting Facility Availability Query, POTS,
Un-Bundled Loop and UNEP-POTS. During the test, HP reported that 32 LSR pairs were submitted to
the SATE 7.0 release and MA EDI 7.0 Production Release. The results of the LSR's submission in
SATE and subsequent production submission were compared for transaction functionality, field
characteristics, transaction format and content. Based on those criteria, 7 discrepancies were
detected. Of the seven discrepancies, only one related to the Qwest prescribed EDl format. The
remainder was inconsistent based on behavior and content. HP provided an overall rating of the 7.0
Production Mirror to be inconclusive based on the unavailability of list detailing the errors in the SATE
legacy back-office systems. Due to the lack of the Legacy Systems Edit List, HP created
Recommendation 4 that requested Qwest publish variances between SATE and production business
edits to ensure that CLECs are fully aware of any such discrepancies so that a CLEC may effectively
develop its business processes in the simulated environment. "

HP has completed additional analysis on the data that has been collected for SATE 7.0 where HP
performed a production mirror test. HP has synthesized the results of the Phase IV production mirror
testing into the following broad categories:

•

•

•

•

•

Formatting
EDI mapping compliance
Data field attributes compliance

Behavior
Legacy system generated messages
BPL layer messages
Responses

Table 4 - Error Count
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The above table shows Hp's analysis for the single occurrence of an issue with EDI mapping and
Data Field Attributes. Most issues HP encountered during the SATE 7.0 production mirror test were in
the area of Behavior where HP noted that there was insufficient documentation available for the
Legacy and BPL messages or there was a mismatch in message content received from SATE and
Production. The execution of Phase IV, as written in the SATE New Release Test Approach 9.0
Transaction Test document would not have provided additional detail on the overall accuracy of
production mirroring, as it would only have tested new functionality added in release 9.0.

Due to the results of the 7.0 Production Mirror test indicating an inconclusive result only due to lack of
available SATE information, HP can identify little reason to repeat a production mirror test.

3_7 Summary of Results
This section describes the results and analysis of transaction data collected in this evaluation. The
evaluation and opinion of these results are covered in the Section 3.8 Evaluation.

3.7.1 Availability of New Release in SATE

HP was able to verify the presence of Release 9.0 in SATE on January 30, 2002. This represents the
release being available 28 days before the production release of MA EDI 9.0 was deployed. HP
validated this availability by performing a connectivity test. Qwest indicates that Release 9.0 was
available on January 28, 2002 in SATE. HP had a kick off meeting on January the 28th as per
documented Process. Qwest approved all the paperwork by the 29th of January, which brought HP to
the capability of testing on the to"' of January. HP did not encounter any outage related problems
with SATE during this evaluation.

3.7.2 Performance Measures

Each phase provides a conclusion as to the original percent of unexpected results in relation to the
total number of scenarios executed; Additionally, the percentage of re-tested transactions that initially
had unexpected results which later met expected outcomes after corrective action was taken by
Qwest is provided. The re-test results do not contribute to the overall evaluation of each test phase.

For Phases I through III, HP submitted a total of 667 scenarios, which represents approximately 2,500
transactions (each scenario may generate several transactions, depending on the scenario. For
example, a Pre-Order query is considered as one transaction, as is the query response from SATE).
For the 667 scenarios, 636 include the original scenarios developed as part of HP's test case matrix,
and the other 31 are re-tests of scenarios that did not return the expected responses.

Table 5 - SATE New Release Test Report provides a summary of each transaction test evaluation
method with the following details:

Phase - The column labeled Phase identifies the EvaluatioN Method utilized to generate the related
transaction test information.

The phases are categorized as follows:
• Phase I - Expected Results Verification
• Phase ll - Business Rules Testing

Phase ill - Expected Results Verification for Stability and Regression Testing•

Total Scenarios - The total scenarios represent the sum of scenarios executed within each
environment. Each scenario can account for anywhere from two to twelve transactions.
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Release 9,0
Testing Phase

Total
Scenarios

Total
Unexpected

Results

% in Error %
Successful

Total
Retest

Complete

%
Successful
after Retest

Phase I - Expected Results Verification
Initial Transaction Execution:
Began 1/31/02 - Ended 2/7/02
Re-tests Ended 2/15/02

Trading Partner -. HP9
Regression 96 10 10.42 89.58 g 98.96
Progresslon 158 8 5.06 94.94 8 100.00
sub-total 254 18 7.09 92.91 17 99.61

Phase ll - Business Rules Testing
Initial Transaction Execution:
Began 2/13/02 - Ended 2/15/02
Retests Ended 2/28/02

Regression 60 4 6.67 93.33 1 95.00
Progression 62 13 20.97 79.03 0 79.03
sub-total 'I22 17 13.93 86.07 1 86.89

Expected Results Verification for Stability and RegressionPhase Ill
Testing:

Initial Transaction Execution;
Began 2/18/02 - Ended 2/22/02
Re-tests Ended 2/27/02

Regression 96 7 7.29 92,71 6 98.96
Progression 164 7 4.27 95.73 7 100.00
sub-total 260 14 5.38 94.62 13 99.62

Total Results 636 49 7.70 15.72 31 97.17

U SATE New Release Test Summary Report (9.0)
i n v e n I

Total Unexpected Results - The total unexpected results represent the sum of scenarios that
produced a "fail" or unfavorable outcome. A scenario was considered to "Fail" if the scenario produced
a response that did not match the expected result in the data document or HP's expected result.

% Error - The percentage of error is calculated as the total unexpected results divided by the total
scenarios executed.

r

Total Retest Complete 4 This represents the total number of scenarios that were successfully re-
tested. The scenarios that were candidates for re-test are represented in the Total Unexpected
Results column.

% Retest Successful ly - This represents the percentage of re-tests that were successful as
compared to the number of total scenarios with unexpected results. This percentage is calculated as
the total retest complete divided by the total unexpected results.

Table 5 - SATE New Release Test Report
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Formal Issues
Business Rules

2033 Closed Unresolved
C a n d i d a t e I s s u e s

Business Rules

9030 Closed
EDI Mapping

9023 Closed
9018 Closed
9026 Closed

Environment

9029 Closed
9025 Closed
9015 Closed
9020 Closed
9021 Closed
9027 Closed
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3.7.2.1 Phase I Test

For Phase I, HP submitted a total of 96 regression scenarios and 158 progression scenarios giving a
total of 254 scenarios. Regression scenarios were used to verify expected results for products HP is
already certified for ordering within MA EDI version 7.0. Progression scenarios were used to verify
expected results for products that HP is not certified for ordering within MA EDI Version 7.0.

For this test, 18 scenarios returned unexpected responses when compared to the expected results as
documented in the SATE Data Document 9.0. These unexpected responses correspond to an
accuracy ratio of approximately 93% when compared to the total number of scenarios executed.

In this test, HP encountered the following types of issues:

Table 6 - Test Issues

HP submitted one formal issue that has been closed with an unresolved status. HP was able to retest
a total of 17 scenarios, which resulted in a final accuracy ratio of 99.61%.

3.7.2.2 Phase 11 Test

For Phase II, HP submitted a total of 60 regression scenarios and 62 progression scenarios giving a
total of 122 scenarios. Regression scenarios were used to verify expected results for products HP is
already certified for ordering within MA EDI version 7.0. Progression scenarios were used to verify
expected results for products that HP is not certified for ordering within MA EDI Version 7.0.

1

For this test, 17 scenarios returned unexpected responses when compared to the results that HP
expected based on the Appendix E and Appendix F change summaries of the MA EDI Disclosure
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Type of Issue

»

Formal issue
Tracking
Number

»

Status

Formal Issues
Business
Process

2037 Close Unresolved
Business Rules

2034 Closed Unresolved
2039 Closed Unresolved
2042 Closed Unresolved

Documentation
2040 Closed
2043 Closed
2044 Closed Unresolved

EDI Mapping
2036 Closed

Environment
2035 Closed
2038 Closed
2041 Closed Unresolved
2045 Closed Unresolved

Candidate Issues
EDI Mapping

9028 Closed

®

SATE New Release Test Summary Report (9.0)
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Documents for MA EDI Release 9.0 changes, These unexpected responses correspond to an
accuracy ratio of approximately 86% when compared to the total number of scenarios executed.

In this test, HP encountered the following types of issues:

Table 7 - Phase II Test Issues

8

HP submitted 12 formal issues, 1 is still open, 4 are closed and 7 are closed with an unresolved status
as of the publication of this report. HP was able to retest a total of 1 scenario, which resulted in an
accuracy ratio of 86.89%.

HP did further analysis on those scenarios Thai did not return the expected response in order to
determine what component of the business rules caused the error. HP considered the broad scope of
business rules to be made up of multiple sub-categories. In conducting this analysis, HP categorized
unexpected responses into two categories - those measured by PO-19, and those that are not
measured by PO-19. Our analysis is as follows:

Performance Measured by PO-19

EDI Mapping: These set of rules define the syntax and the form of information that is being
exchanged between two collaborating entities. These rules dictate the type of message to be
used for what purpose (Ag. 850, 855, 860, 865, 836). The components and order of the
segments that each message contains and the details that would allow one to uniquely
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O

o

O

O

represent the type of data to be contained by a segment. (e.g. The DTM segment is used to
tag date that is a date). There are rules that that dictate the literal that would be used to
represent a completion date versus a jeopardy date versus a sent date.

Compl iance to the disclosure document:  This sub-category classi f ies errors
caused by implementation not conforming to what has been defined in the MA EDI
disclosure documentation
Compliance to TCIF guidelines: This sub-category classifies errors caused by
implementation by not conforming to TCIF and X12 standards

Data Attributes: This type of business rule defines the domain of each field that is going to
be used in sending and receiving information between two systems. It deals with data types,
masks, length and number of occurrences.

Consis tency wi th OBF: These rules govern data attribute exceptions in
implementation to what has been defined by the OBF.

o Consistency with Disclosure: These rules govern data attr ibute exceptions in
implementation to what has been defined by Qwest in their MA EDI Disclosure
documentation.

Workflow: Workflow defines the expectation of messages that are exchanged between a
CLEC and Qwest during the process of order fulfillment. These messages have a cause and
effect relationship as well as an expectation of turnaround time. (e.g. A 997 is received by the
CLEC when they transmit an 850 the CLEC expects an 855 transaction within a certain time
period dictated by the product being ordered). .

o Pre-Order Responses: Errors in the expected responses received during the
preordering process.
Functional Acknowledgement Responses: Errors in expected responses received
to acknowledge receipt and well forcedness of message (e.g. 997)
Post Order Responses: Errors in expected responses received after an order has
been issued

O

Performance Not Measured by PO-19

O

O

Product Consistency Edits: These types of business rule definition deals with declaring
boundary conditions, inclusion and exclusion conditions and behavior. This type of business
rule interacts with what is contained in the data rather than how it has been formatted. It is this
edit that'usually modifies the flow of an order and Causes appropriate business events. (e.g.
an action of A is used for a New while an Action of W is used for an Assume. Both these
orders could follow a different path during order fulfillment).

o Behavior:
Data Edits: Errors caused because of invalid values that are contained within
a data field. (e.g. the state specified in a service address should fall within the
list of states where Qwest is tariff to do business for a particular product).
Cross data edits: Errors caused because of incompatible data contained in
fields that are related. (e.g. a state is mandatory when a street address is
specified).

Error list implementation: Errors caused due to lack of clarity on what errors are
caused under what conditions.
Legacy system simulation; Errors caused because of inconsistent behavior by
legacy systems

Environment Constraints: These are rules that govern the pricing and discount models, the
availability expectations as well as the special handling agreements that are negotiated
between Qwest and a CLEC. These sub-categories do not apply to this analysis.

Implementation Constraints
Business constraints
.. SLA

O

O
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LQQ2b Unbundled ADSL by Address »- Bad Response X
AVQt0 Address Val d¢xtlon by Address Good X x X
TNAQ.$b Ava lab silty Query . Bad Response X X
CSR2d CSRQ CSR by TN and Address Good Response x x
LQQ4d Loop Level Data by Address -- Bad Response X X
LQQ4e Loop Level Data by Address -- Bad Response X X
LQQ4g Loop Level Date by Address -- Bad Response X x
LQQ4u Loop Level Data by Address -- Bad Response

X X
POTS1 POTS New nstallahon X x x
POTS2a PJTS Change Multiple L ne Accounts X X
uDL1b New loop lnstalldtvon X X X
CEX6¢s Centrex Plus Conversion of POTS Account to Centrex

Common Block
X X X

UNEP4b UNE-P POTS Conversion w DL - S ng e L re X X X X
UNEP14 UNE-P POTS Outside Move

X
DL3a Str4lght Line Change LAL X
DL6 Stria get Line Change L)(L X x X

Totals: 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 7 10 2
4 0 0 24
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- Standard interval
- Tariff rules
- Availability

o Capacity

Table 8 - Scenario Responses shows the breakdown of unexpected responses within these sub-
categories. HP utilized the Phase II scenario summary worksheets in combination with the Phase II
Comments logs to support these findings. Please note that only scenarios that have been reported
in the Phase ll Comments log as Original errors are included in this detailed analysis.

Phase H performance, as measured by PO-19, indicates that 97% (96.6) of transactions yielded
expected results in terms of EDI Mapping, Data Attributes, and Workflow. in the area of product
consistency, which is not measured by PO-19, HP observed a level of unexpected results of
approximately 14% (13.9).

Table 8 - Scenario Responses

8

z

3.7.2.3 Phase III Test

For Phase III, HP submitted a total of 96 regression scenarios and 164 progression scenarios giving a
total of 268 scenarios. Regression scenarios were used to verify expected results for products HP is
already certified for ordering within MA EDI version 7.0. Progression scenarios were used to verify
expected results for products that HP is not certified for ordering within MA EDI Version 7.0.
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r Typeof Issue Formal Issue
Tracking
Number

Status
Q.

1

Candidate Issues
Business Rules

9022 Closed
Environment

9016 Closed
9024 Closed
9014 Closed
9017 Closed
9019 Closed

SATE New Release Test Summary Report (9.0)
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For this test, 14 scenarios returned unexpected responses when compared to the expected results as
documented in the SATE Data Document 9.0. These unexpected responses correspond to an
accuracy ratio of approximately 95% when compared to the total number of scenarios executed.

In this test, HP encountered the following types of issues:

Table 9 - Phase III Issues

HP submitted no formal issues for this phase. HP was able to retest a total of 13 scenarios, which
resulted in a final accuracy ratio of 99.62%.

HP also analyzed the trend in the change to the accuracy percentage utilizing historical data that
shows the error percentage by release for transaction testing of the scenarios available in SATE for
releases 7.0, 8.0 and 9.0 (data for releases 7.0 and 8.0 taken from previous evaluation by HP, and
included as part of the HP SATE Summary Evaluation Report issued on December 21, 2001). As
shown below, the verification of expected results across releases shows that there is a positive trend
in the level of accuracy which indicates that the implementation of future releases of MA EDI into the
SATE should provide a better than 95% level of accuracy.
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Trend in error rates of
SATE Releases for Initial Tests
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I Percentage of Error
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-Linear (Percentage of
Error)

Initial Initial Initial
Release 7 Release 8 Release 9

Error Pct Across Releases Initial and Re-Test

30%
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20% I
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10% * .
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1 Post Retest

Linear (Post Retest)

Linear (Initial Test)
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3.7.3 Use of VICKI
HP did make use of VICKI (Virtual Interconnect Center Knowledge initiator) for portions of this
evaluation. HP's intent was not to test the full functionality offered by this new feature, but to use it to
accelerate the test (allows HP to receive automatic transactions from SATE that were manually
generated before this feature was added). The fol lowing table summarizes the use of VlCKl
throughout Phase l and Phase Ill testing. The following defines the different headings.

VICKI Path Number - The Qwest defined path used in VICKI (set of responses produced
from chronological system events)
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VICKI path
Number Remarks

Number of times the
VICKI path was used

1 Test: Non~Fatal then
Reject

30

13 Test: Double FOC 1

30 Prod: FOC Jeopardy to

31 Prod: FDC Jeopardy 1

39 Prod: Hold Jeopardy 13

40 Test: Hold Complete 15

46 Prod; Hold Complete 1

Tota I 77

Product
VICKI Path

Number

41'

Remarks

Number of
times v¢cKI

was used
CEX 1 Test; Non-Fatal then Reject 4

30 Prod: FOC Jeopardy 4
39 Prod: Hold Jeopardy 3
40 Test: Hold Complete 4

DL 1 Test: Non-Fatal then Reject 3
30 Prod: FOC Jeopardy 2
39 Prod: Hold Jeopardy 3
46 Prod: Hold Complete 1

LNP 1 Test: Non-Fatal then Reject 2
13 Test: Double FOC 1
30 Prod: FOC Jeopardy 2
39 Prod: Hold Jeopardy 1
40 Test: Hold Complete 2

POTS 1 Test: Non-Fatal then Reject 2
30 Prod: FOC Jeopardy 2
39 Prod: Hold Jeopardy 1

SATE New Release Test Summary Report (9.0)
i n v e n I

Remarks - Description of the specific VICKI Path.
Number of times the VICKI path was used ._ Represents the number of scenarios for Phase
I and HI that used this specific Path.

Table 10 ._ VICKI Paths

J

The following table summarizes the use of VICKI responses by SATE product.

Table 11 - VICKI Responses by SATE Product
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Product

" 5 §it
= z » <

"3wt

@53~
. x i

*
==-l4

Remarks;*?t*

*
.

Q . p

i i

*Rx

Number of
ilmes vlcKl

wasused
POTS 40 Test. Hold Complete 2
SHL 1 Test. Non Fatal then Reject 2

30 Prod. FOC Jeopardy 2

39 Prod. Hold Jeopardy 1

40 Test. Hold Complete 2

UBL 1 Test. Non Fatal then Reject 2

30 Prod. FOC Jeopardy 2

39 Prod. Hold Jeopardy 1

40 Test. Hold Complete 2

UCEX 1 Test. Non Fatal then Reject 2

31 Prod. FOC Jeopardy 1

39 Prod. Hold Jeopardy 2

40 Test. Hold Complete 1

UDL 1 Test. Non Fatal then Reject 3

UDLNP 1 Test. Non Fatal then Reject 7

UNEP 1 Test. Non Fatal then Reject 3

30 Prod. FOC Jeopardy 2

39 Prod. Hold Jeopardy 1

UNEP 40 Test. Hold Complete 2

Total 77

®

SATE New Release Test Summary Report (9.0)
i n v e n I

I

>

HP was able to use VICKI on 77 scenarios, and encountered no issues related to VICKI.

3.7.4 Commercial Usage
During the course of this evaluation, HP Submitted a data request to Qwest to determine the extent of
commercial usage of SATE by CLECs in developing their EDI interfaces for new releases of MA EDI.
HP received the following information:

Two CLECs used SATE to successfully develop to 7.0. Three CLECs have used SATE to
successfully develop to 8.0, One Service Bureau has used SATE in 8.0 to test on behalf of
five CLECs. including the service bureau, eight CLECs have used SATE to successfully
implement 8.0, No CLECS have yet been placed into production on 9.0.
Four CLECs are currently using SATE to develop to 8.0. One CLEC is currently using SATE
to develop to 9.0. No CLECs are currently using SATE.7.0 to develop to MA 7.0.

•

3.8 Evaluation
This section addresses the evaluation of the adequacy of SATE in assisting CLECs in developing for
new releases for the MA EDI production environment. The table below was taken from the SATE
New Release Test Approach 9.0 Transaction Test document, and provides a basis for evaluating the
results measured in this evaluation. The overall assessment is based on the combination of the
individual criteria, and the materialness of the issues when compared with HP's understanding of PID
PO-19.
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Criteria Results Summary

HP will confirm the 9.0 SATE test
data is valid per the results of the
Phase l testing.

Phase I - Expected Results
Verification

Is the Scenario Data supplied as
documented in the Release 9.0
SATE Data document available to
the community as it is intended to
be per the specifications provided?

is the outcome of the execution of
the Release 9.0 SATE provided
scenarios equal to the expected
results as they are documented in
the Release 9.0 SATE Data
Document?

U Based on the results of Phase I testing the
rating of Unsatisfactory is warranted.

When using the formula of PO-19 for New
Release testing of the Release 9.0 Data
Document the results were 92.9° /0.

When compared to a benchmark measure
of 95% there is a variance of a negative
2.1% level of accuracy, HP realizes that
this measure,  as def ined in PO-19, is
meant to apply to all releases currently
available in SATE, while this result is for
the accuracy of  release 9.0 scenarios
only.

HP was also able to verify that release 9.0
of SATE was available for use 28 days
before deployment in the MA EDI
production environment.

HP Recommendations inPlease see
Section 2.2

HP will confirm that the 9.0 SATE
business rules are consistent with
the rules published in the Qwest MA
ED! 9.0 Network Disclosure
Documentation, Appendix F and
Appendix E.

This verification will be accomplished
through Phase ll - Business Rules
Testing

• Does the SATE capture
Business Process Layer
edits and Back-office Legacy
system errors that may be
caused by LSR ordering
mistakes as they are
documented in the Qwest
error lists provided for
Release 9.07

• Does the SATE employ the
updated business rules edits

U HP conducted th i s  tes t  based on i t s
interpretation of the PID PO-19 language
that calls for strict adherence to business
rules.

HP's current understanding of the PID po-
19, as it is written, does not provide any
formula to draw inference of the level of
adequacy for business rules validation.

HP has provided the results obtained per
the execution of scenarios where
expected results were based on business
rules that changed due to the
implementation of Release 9.0. This was
determined by analysis of the Release 9.0
Disclosure Documentation.

The results show an 87.3% (after re-test)
level of accuracy for the scenarios
executed. Based on the initial benchmark
or 95%, this criteria is given an

®

SATE New Release Test Summary Report (9.0)
i n v e n t

Table 12 - Evaluation

~

Satisfactory
Unsatisfactory
inconclusive - Re- test Required
Not available - Test In Progress

1 s
U
I
N
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Criteria Results Summary

as provided in the MA EDI
9.0 Release documentation?

unsatisfactory rating. Phase II
performance, as measured by PO-19,
indicates that 97% (96.6) of transactions
yielded expected results in terms of EDI
Mapping, Data Attributes, and Workflow.
HP believes that the level of performance
is adequate to support CLEC new release
testing. In the area of product
consistency, which is not measured by
PO-19, HP observed a level of
unexpected results of approximately 14%
(13.9). These unexpected responses
were not used by HP in its determination
of adequacy and are included for
information purposes only.

See HP Recommendations in section 2.2.
HP will confirm the results of a
scenario in SATE will match the
results of a similar scenario in MA
EDI 9.0 production.

This will be verified through Phase IV
- Production Likeness Testing.

0 Does the SATE react to
transactions with the same
results they would receive if
submitted in the MA EDI 9.0
Production environment?

N/A HP planned to conduct this test based on
its interpretation of the PID PO-19
language that calls for production
likeness.

Hp's current understanding of the PID PO-
19, as it is written, does not provide any
formula to draw inference of the level of
adequacy for production mirror validation.

HP did not conduct this test.

See HP Recommendations in section 2.2
HP will confirm the SATE returns
consistent responses.

This will be verified throughout
Phase II and Phase IV of New
Release testing.

• Do transactions submitted in
SATE 9.0 produce
consistent responses when
the same transaction is
executed in SATE across
the testing phases?

• Do transactions submitted to
the SATE for Release 9.0
produce consistent
responses for like
transactions in Production
MA EDI Release 9.0?

N/A Due to the fact that Phase IV was never
performed, this evaluation criteria is not
applicable to this New Release Test of
9.0.

See HP Recommendations in section 22.

I I SATE New Release Test Summary Report(9.0)
i n v e n v
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Criteria Results Summary

HP will confirm that the MA EDI
SATE 9.0 supports all transactions
described in the SATE supporting
documentation.

• Are the scenarios supported
in the 9.0 SATE inclusive of
the products and activities
that are required to support
the business processes of a
CLEC's operations in AZ?

• Are new products and
services made available
through the implementation
of the new MA EDI release
9.0 made available in
SATE?

S SATE does support the products required
by a CLEC doing business in the state of
Arizona. This is based on evidence
supported by Qwest's response to Hp's
data request HP DEC01-001 .

Furthermore, Qwest demonstrated the
ability to add new functionality to SATE
with this new release of 9.0 as shown
through the implementation of the new
Pre-Order LQQ - Loop Qualification
Query/Response.

HP will confirm the 9.0 SATE
accurately supports all post-order
transactions and functional
acknowledgements.

• Do the SATE responses get
created per the expectations
set by the documented time
frame?

• Do the SATE responses
received provide expected
outcomes?

• Do the SATE responses
received provide
comprehensive messages
when warranted by the test
scenario?

• Does the SATE accurately
support all pre-order and
post~order transactions and
functional
acknowledgements?

S

S

U

S

S

An overall result of Satisfactory is
warranted as HP did confirm that all pre-
order, post order and functional
acknowledgments that are available in
SATE are adequately supported.

This is documented further through the
Transaction Test scenario summaries that
show the send and receive dates of those
transaction types across all of the testing
phases completed.

There is one except ion to this overal l
evaluation of Satisfactory. That  i s  i n
relation to the second criteria question.

Phase I testing has provided results that
indicate the expected outcomes
documented in the Data Document were
not always accomplished.

See HP Recommendations in section 2.2

HP will determine whether the SATE
adequately accommodates new
release testing,

Based on the ranking applied, and
the comments provided in the
summary column:

HP wi l l  determ ine i f  the overal l
transaction functionality provided by
SATE is adequate for CLEC New

S The Phase I testing outcome produced a
93% level of accuracy in expected results.
While this result does not meet the PO-19
benchmark of 95% the margin of shortfall
is small. In addition, HP has observed a
clear trend across release 7, 8 and 9.0
test ing is showing that  Qwest  should
achieve the 95% accuracy rate with the
next implementation of MA EDI changes
into SATE.

U SATE New Release Test Summary Report (9.0)
in v e n I
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Criteria Results Summary

Release Testing. Although the transaction results for Phase
II did not meet the benchmark specified for
this evaluation, HP believes that SATE
demonstrated better that 95% accuracy in
scenarios that dealt with transaction
functionality, field characteristics, and
transaction format.

HP concludes that Qwest has provided a
95% accuracy when comparing expected
results to the actual results during the
Phase i l l  transaction test. This has
provided a strong indicator that SATE is
maturing as expected in support ing an
environment for_ CLEC interconnection
testing.

[ 1
®

SATE New Release Test Summary Report (9.0)
i n v e n f

3.9 Summary of Activities
This New Release transaction test util ized a new HP trading partner ID - HP9 that was defined
specifically for this test.. HP utilized an internal SATE test environment that supported an order entry
tool and an EDI translation tool that allowed the entry and formatting of LSR's as prescribed by the
Qwest pre-order and ordering rules for MA EDI 9.0, Once. the orders were translated into the
standard EDI format according to the Qwest 9.0 release specifications, they were sent on to SATE.
Responses received from Qwest provided the basis for comparison to the Qwest SATE Data
Document expected responses. This data was collected using the same technology that is currently
used for the Arizona 271 OSS Test.

An Issues Management process was utilized to identify and manage resolution of New Release
transaction test issues that may potentially cause a negative evaluation. Details of this process are
provided in the SATE issues Management Process found separately.

A public weekly call was held to review the status of the New Release testing with all parties. All
documentation and assistance made available to HP by Qwest for use by HP during the New
Release test of SATE will be made available to all participants to verify that HP was not being given
special treatment;

All  New Release transaction test results have been captured in a number of Microsoft Excel
worksheets. They are all enclosed as appendices to this report. The transaction test results have
been captured on these worksheets and provided to the community each week. These worksheets
include Qwest's standard Scenario Summary worksheets as well as HP's standard Transaction Test
Scenario Comments Log. A Scenario Summary worksheet exists for each Phase of the Transaction
Test as well as a corresponding scenario Comments Log. The Scenario Summary worksheet lists
each scenario that was submitted with the date the LSR was sent to Qwest, and the date a
corresponding response was received by HP. The Comments Log also lists each scenario with the
outcome status. If the outcome was not successful then HP enters a comment on the log that details
the transaction processing events and the unexpected results, Qwest reviews the Comments Log,
and the appropriate action is taken to bring resolution to the unfavorable result. Those scenarios that
remained unresolved on the Comments log at the end of a testing Phase were moved to the formal
Issues process. The Comment log is updated to explain the movement of the tracking of the item to
the formal Issues process.
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The following worksheets exist and have been included as appendices to this report: Phase 1
Summary Regression

Phase 1 Summary Progression
Phase 1 Comments Regression
Phase 1 Comments Progression
Phase 2 Summary Regression
Phase 2 Summary Progression
Phase 2 Comments Progression
Phase 2 Comments Regression
Phase 3 Summary Regression
Phase 3 Summary Progression
Phase 3 Comments Regression
Phase 3 Comments Progression

c

•

¢

•

•

•

•

•

1

4.0 Issues

4.1 OvewieW
As part of its SATE Evaluation Plan, HP developed an Issues Management Plan to address the
issues encountered during this engagement. The purpose of this plan was to provide the ACC,
Qwest, and the CLEC members of the TAG a vehicle for tracking issues identified by HP, and
understand the methodology used by HP in identifying and resolving issues. This section briefly
describes the methodology used by HP, and the results of executing this plan.

4.2 Methodology
As described in HP'slssue Management Plan, an issue was assumed to be a gap between.the
actions of the Qwest documented processes and applications and stakeholder expectations. Issue
Management was the process used to close that gap by analyzing the problem and determining the
proper corrective action. It consisted of identifying, documenting, tracking, prioritizing, resolving, and
communicating to project stakeholders the issues that arose during the overall HP evaluation.

Issues were tracked to the four Evaluation Domains: Documentation, Co-Provider Input, Process and
Transaction. Transaction issues were further broken down into the following sub-categories:

Regression/Progression: Issues related to this sub-test of the overall transaction test.
Negative: Issues related to negative testing.

. Production Mirroring: Issues related to testing the production mirroring functionality of SATE
Business Rules: Issues related to unexpected responses due to business rules.
EDI Map: Issues related to unexpected errors with EDI Mapping.
Documentation: Issues uncovered during transaction testing that did not match Qwest
documentation.

•

•

During the course of the evaluation, questions or problems were noted by the HP team, and logged
on a Question Log. This log was used as a way of tracking candidate issues, and communicating
them to Qwest. Inputs to this log could have come from several sources: reading Qwest
documentation, analyzing transaction responses, questions raised during weekly calls with Qwest,
questions raised during process interviews with Qwest, or analyzing CLEC and Qwest input on SATE
design.

The severity of issues were classified according to the following definitions:
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Candidate
Sequence
Number

Domain Candidate Issue
Statement

Comments

I SATE New Release Test Summary Report (9.0)
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•

Low severity issues were those that did not impact the completion of a transaction test
scenario, or the completion of any of the specific review or the overall evaluation. Examples
of low severity issues could have included:

Editorial issues with documentation
Completeness of an Individual CLEC (Co-Provider) interview

Medium severity issues were those that impacted the completion of a transaction test
scenario, but did not impact the completion of other transaction test scenarios or any of the
specific review or the overall evaluation. Examples of medium severity issues could have
included:

Ability to complete test scenarios for a certain product type
» Unable to open or print a document.
» Unable to schedule interviews for a process evaluation.

Process failures based on the expectations set by documentation,
l Unexpected Transaction errors.
High severity issues were those that impacted the completion of the transaction test, the
completion of a specific review, and the completion of the overall evaluation. Examples of
high severity issues could have included:
EDl Interface down for a period of time impacting the ability to enter test transactions
TI Lines not working impacting the ability to enter test transactions
New revisions to SATE environment requiring development/upgrades to HPC interface.
Digital Certificate, lA/lA, Firewall or other security barriers that cause interconnection delays
MA EDI SATE Stub environment producing inconsistent or no responses as expected per the
MA EDI disclosure documentation
MA EDI SATE application changes required as noted by Qwest's internal change request

generation.

>

Issues were also tracked according to its status throughout its resolution.
categories were used:

• Candidate: A problem or question that has been identified and logged as a potential issue.
• Open: A candidate issue that has been clarified as an issue.
» Under investigation: An issue that has a defined corrective action plan, and is being worked

on by Qwest.
Resolved: An issue that has been corrected according to Qwest's corrective action plan, and
being verified by HP.
Verified: An issue that has been resolved and the Correction verified by HP.
Impasse: An issue that has reached impasse, and transferred to ACC staff for resolution.
Closed: An issue that has been resolved and verified by HP, and closed.
Closed - Unresolved:An issue that has been resolved verified and closed but unresolved. If
there were open questions or comments against closing the issue, and HP was not able to
come to agreement before the end of the evaluation, HP changed the status of the Issue in
the issues tracking system to Closed - Unresolved, .

The following status

4.3 ResuHs
The following table summarizes the issue candidates identified and tracked by HP via the HP Formal
issue Process during this engagement, Please see Appendix A for complete details on each issue
candidate.

\ Table 13 .- Candidate Issues

Version 2,0

Release Date: 03/27/02

Final  Release

MA EDI SATE Evaluation Page 38 of 47



Candidate
Sequence
Number

Domain Candidate Issue
Statement

Comments

9014 Transaction Test Phase 3 Regression testing
of the 9.0 Data Document
using the scenarios for
AAQ6, AAQ7, and AAQ8 did
not return the expected
responses.

02/21/02: HP submitted request and
received did not receive the expected
response. The ABTIME was missing from
the AAR. This is not a new error as it was
present in the first transaction test and HP
did not identify the error.

02/22/02: HP: This item remains open.
HPC will prepare a formal issue
management document.

02/25/02:Qwest: This is fixed in the current
version of the data document.

02/26/02: HP: Ver 9.07 of the Data
Document no longer includes the ABTIME
in the expected results.

9015 Transaction Test Phase 1 Regression testing
of the 9.0 Data Document
using the scenario for AVQ7
did not return the expected
response.

01/31/02: HP submitted transaction and
received the expected response type.
However, the SATE 9.03 Data Document
indicates that X Fireside Drive will also
return "FLR 2" and the LD2/LV2
combination for "FLR 2" was not returned
in the AVR response,

02/01/02: Qwest. CR 37059 was created to
resolve this issue.

02/07/02: Qwest: Distributed the SATE
Data Document 9.0 v05.

02/07/02: HP: Retested and received
expected response.

02/08/02: Qwest: 37059 is targeted to be
placed into production SATE this weekend
and to be available to test on Monday.

i  n v e n I
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Candidate
Sequence
Number

Domain Candidate Issue
Statement

Comments

9016 Transaction Test Phase 3 Progression testing
of the 9.0 Data Document
using the scenarios for
CENT and CEN4 did not
return the expected
responses.

02/20/02: HP submitted PON=R9PB-
CENC-00301 and received the FA.
Expecting VICKI path [39]. Received error;
"Eu Form:Location and Access Section
2;Address validation failed". The scenario
has been re-checked and the discrepancy
cannot be identified as this same scenario
was successful in Phase I testing and the
address data matches the v9.04 Data
Document. This appears to be an error.

02/21/02; HP received the newly
distributed SATE v9.04a Data Document.

02/21/02: HP corrected the VICKI remark
path and resubmitted PON=R9PB-CENC-
00302. (The Phase I scenario did not
contain a VICKI path.) Received the FA.
Expecting VICKI path [39]. Received error:
"EU Form:Location and Access Section
2:Address validation failed". HP confirmed
that the address data matches the v9.04a
Data Document. This appears to be an
error.

02/21/02: HP sent e-maif inquiry to Qwest.

02/21/02: Qwest: Use MPLS in the city
field instead of Minneapolis. CR 38026
was created to fix the data document.

02/22/02. HP: Retested using this
corrected data (TID=152750 PON=R9PB-
CENC-003-A). Expecting VICKI path [39].
Received FOC and SU. Expecting
865JEOP.

02/25/02. Qwest: This is fixed in the
current version of the data document.

02/27/02: HP: This has been corrected in
the 9.07 vet of the Data Document

9017 Transaction Test Phase 3 Regression testing
of the 9.0 Data Document
using the scenario for
CSR11 did not return the
expected response.

02/18/02. HP submitted request and
received the expected response.
However, the CITY data value was
followed by a trailing comma which is not
depicted in the SATE v9.04 Data
Document. This is not a new error as it
was present in the first transaction test and
HP did not identify the error.

SATE New Release Test Summary Report (9.0)
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Domain CandidatélSsue
;Sta;emQrmt

x

Comments .

02/21/02: Qwest: CR 38050 was entered
to remove the comma from the system
data.

02/27/02: HP: This has been corrected.
9018 Transaction Test Phase 1 Regression testing

of the 9.0 Data Document
using the scenario for CSR2
did not return the expected
responses.

02/01/02: HP submitted transaction and
received expected response type.
However, the CSRR appears to have
mixed-up the MTX02 data values of RSID,
PlC, PCA and LPIC:
N9IJHIRSIDIFFlD
MTXII5123
N9IJHIPICIFFID
N9IJHIPCAIFFID
MTXIIR28
N9IJH]LPICIFFlD
N9IJHIEDTIFFID
Request that Qwest evaluate the CSRR
EDI mapping for the USOC FFIDs.

02/05/02: Qwest: Advised that a CR has
been opened to address this issue: CR
37072.

02/06/02: Qwest: Advised that the fix for
CR 37072 was completed.

02/07/02: HP: Re-submitted transaction
and received the expected response.

9019 Transaction Test Phase 3 Regression testing
of the 9,0 Data Document
using the scenario for CSR9
did not return the expected
response.

02/18/02: HP submitted request and
received the expected response.
However, the SATE 9.04 Data Document
depicts that in addition to the data
described, a message is also returned;
"Message Returned;AII requested
WTNs/ECCKT were found on the CSR
returned" This message was not present
in the response. This is not a new error as
it was present in the first transaction test
and HP did not identify the error.

02/22/02: HP: This item remains open.
HPC will prepare a formal issue
management document.

02/27/02: HP: The message was removed
from the data document.

9020 Transaction Test Phase 1 Regression testing
of the 9.0 Data Document

02/01/02: HP submitted the transaction
and received the expected response. The

U SATE New Release Test Summa.ry Report (9.0)
i n v e n i
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Candidate
Sequence
Number

Domain Candidate Issue
Statement

Comments

using the scenarios for
FAQ10 and FAQ5 did not
return the expected
responses.

one exception that should be noted is the
that the error message received did not
match the error listed in the data
document. The Data Document indicates

Unable to locate specified Address OSS
Gateway: VERIFY STREET NAME
Message[0] Verify Street Name entry.~
Address Validation is not an
EXACTMATCH". HPC received "OSS
Gateway: Error caught by data source
Message[0] OSS Gateway: Error caught
by data source Message[0] ERROR:No
exact match was found for the address
provided.".

02/04/02: Qwest: This was fixed as part of
the errors analysis that Qwest has
performed in recent days. The data
document to be published this evening
contains the updated error messages,
including the messages received for these
transactions.

02/05/02 Qwest: Distributed SATE Data
Document 9.0 v04 on the evening of
2/4/2002 that corrected this Data
Document error.

02/07/02: HP: Retested and received the
expected response.

9021 Transaction Test Phase 1 Regression testing
of the 9.0 Data Document
using the scenarios for FAQ7
and FAQ8 did not return the
expected responses.

02/01/02: HP submitted the transaction
and received the expected response. The
one exception that should be noted vs the
format of the ECCKT on the first line. The
Data Document indicates "5094875000",
HP received "509 487-5000".
02/07/02: Qwest: Distributed the SATE
Data Document 9.0 v05 and advised to
retest writeups from 02/04/2002.
02/07/02: HP: Retested and received the
same response containing: "509 487-
5000". The Data Document indicates
"5094875000".

02/13/02: Qwest. FAQ7 and FAQS will be
fixed in the 9.05 data document.

02/15/02. HP This has been corrected in
the 9 05 data document.

9022 Transaction Test Phase 3 Progression iestlng 02/18/02: HP submllted request and did

I SATE New Release Test Summary Report (9.0)
i n v e n t
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Candidate
Sequence
Number

Domain Candidate Issue
Statement

Comments

of the 9.0 Data Document
using the scenarios for
LQQ1, LQQ2 and LQQ5 did
not return the expected
responses.

not receive the expected response. Sent
the same scenario that was successful
during the first transaction test, yet this test
returned an error: "Invalid combination of
MS, TOS, NC, and Nil". This is a new
error.

02/21/02: Qwest: LQQ1, 2, 5: CR 39043
has been entered to resolve this issue.

02/25/02: Qwest: Event Notification
5864384. Description of Trouble; in the
developer worksheet for Loop Qualification
Query, LQQ-10, NCI, the valid values are
shown as 02QB5.00A, 02QB5.01A,
02QB5.00C, and 02QB5.01C. These
values are incorrect, and as a result the
error "Invalid combination of MS, TOS, NC
and Ncl" is issued on an Unbundled ADSL
LQQ in MA EDI Release 9.0. Work
Around: LQQ-10, NCI should be populated
with 02QB9.00A, 02QB9.01A, 02QB9.00C,
or 02QB9.01C.

02/27/02: HP; Changed the NCI code and
received the expected results.

9023 Transaction Test Phase 1 Progression testing
of the 9.0 Data Document
using the scenarios for
LQQ2, LQQ4 and LQQ6 did
not return the expected
responses.

02/04/02: HP submitted request and did
not receive the expected response.
Received the error "OSS Gateway; Error
caught by data source Message[0]
ERROR No information was found for this
address."

02/07/02: Qwest: Advised that the query
may not be valid.

02/08/02: HP: Corrected query and
resubmitted. Received errors: "STATE
required when TNADDRCKTIND is A" and
"CALA or ZIP required". Both STATE and
CALA were transmitted on the query.
02/08/02: Qwest: Indicated that the POI
loops must follow the sequence outlined in
the EDI Mapping Example.

02/08/02: HP: Updated map to move the
PO1-ADSL loop to write after ADDRQ.
Resent INQNUM 020208151764.
Received the same error.

SATE New Release Test Summary Report (9.0)

4

Version 2.0

Release Date: 03/27/02

Final Release

MA EDI SATE Evaluation Page 43 of 47



Candidate
Sequence
Number

Domain Candidate Issue
Statement

Comments

02/08/02: Qwest: Wall continue to research.

02/11/02: Qwest. Notified HP that CR
number 37384 has been opened to
address this error.

02/12/02: Qwest: Notified HP that CR
number 37384 will be deployed thus
evening and HP can test the transaction
tomorrow.

02/13/02: HP: Retested
(INQNUM=020213151780) and received
expected response.

9024 Transaction Test Phase 3 Progression testing
of the 9.0 Data Document
using the scenarios for
LQQ3 and LQQ4 did not
return the expected
responses.

02/18/02: HP submitted request and
received the expected response except
that the values received for LLG do not
match the data document. Per the EDI
mapping example nn Chapter 14 of the MA
9.0 Disclosure on page 12, LLG Is mapped
to the MEA03 data field. The returned
MEA03 value for the 5 LLG values was
'6.6' and 4 each of 'O' in the response. The
SATE 9.04 Data Document incorrectly
depicts the Gauge Code and Loop Length
(which is mapped to MEA04 per the
mapping example) as being the data
values for LLG. The Gauge Code and
Loop Length are not identified as data
fields in Appendix A of the MA 9.0
Disclosure. This is not a new error as ii
was present in the first transaction test and
HP did not identify the error.

02/25/02: HP: HP has retooked at this
issue. The Data Document indicates that
an LLG : 17G0.0000kft. A value of 17 IS
not listed in the Data Dictionary. Since the
LLG can repeat 5 times this may be an
oversight in the Data Dictionary. The Data
Document depicts the Measurement Value
MEA03

9025 Transaction Test Phase 1 Progression testing
of the 9.0 Data Document
using the scenarios for
RLDQ7, RLDQ8, RLDQ19
and RLDQ23 did not return
the expected responses.

02/04/02; HP submitted request and
received the expected response. One item
is worth noting. The Data Document
indicates that a BLDG A will be returned.
HP did not receive that in the response.

02/07/02: Qwest: Distributed the SATE
Data Document 9,0 v05.
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Sequence
Number

Domain Candidate Issue
Statement

Comments

02/07/02; HP: Retested and received
expected response.

02/08/02: Qwest: CR 36933 has been
entered to return the BLDG data. This is
scheduled to be deployed this weekend
and to be available to test on Monday.

9026 Transaction Test Phase 1 Regression testing
of the 9.0 Data Document
using the $C€l'p8I'lo for
TNAQ2 did not return the
expected response.

02/01/02: HP submitted the transaction
and received the expected response. One
item is worth noting. The CUSTOMIND
was a blank in the third phone number.
This created a syntactically incorrect
response from Qwest. The Business
Rules indicate that acceptable values are
Y and blank. However the field, in EDI, is
mapped to a PID08. The PlD08 is an ID
table, therefore a blank is not an
acceptable response. The business rules
indicate that the CUSTOMIND is returned
if the TNRES is present. HP received the
TNRES. The segment(s) in question are
listed below.
SLNIMlXEDI3IAI1IEA
SIITllRVI299-901-4570
PlDIXIITIICUSTOMlNDHISO~RSQI

02/06/02: Qwest: Advised that the fix for
this will be deployed on 02/07/2002 and
this can be re-tested on 02/08/2002.
02/08/02: HP: Retested
(INQNUM=020208151748) and received
the same situation where the PlD08 value
returned a blank:
PlDIXIITIICUSTOMINDIIISO-RSQI
SLNIMIXED{3IAI1IEA
SIlTIIRVI299~901-6259

02/11/02: Qwest. Notified HP that the fix
was deployed over the weekend.
02/

9027 Transaction Test Phase 1 Regression testing
of the 9,0 Data Document
using the scenario for
TNAQ3 did not return the
expected response.

02/01/02: HP submitted the transaction
and received the expected response. One
item is worth noting. The Data Document
indicates that one error message will be
returned, HP received the one noted on
the data document, and one additional
one. The second error message was
"OSS Gateway: Verify input. No available
numbers satisfy all the valid input
parameters No Telephone Numbers

U SATE New Release Test Summary Report (9.0)
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Sequence
Number

Domain Candidate Issue
Statement

Comments

available for this query".

02/04/02: Qwest: This was fixed as part of
the errors analysis that Qwest has
performed in recent days. The data
document to be published this evening
contains the updated error messages,
including the messages received for these
transactions.

02/05/02: Qwest: Distributed SATE Data
Document 9.0 v04 on the evening of
2/4/2002 that corrected this Data
Document error.

02/07/02: HP: Retested and received the
expected response.

9028 Phase 2 Regression testing
of the 9.0 Data Document
using the scenario for
TNAQ3 did not return the
expected response.

02/14/02: HP submitted query and
received the expected error message, but
also received the following error message.
This message is not documented in Errors
List: "TNAEASNUM
900<<ERRMESG<<Nearby telephone
numbers (NTnUM),easy numbers
(ECATEG),easy word numbers (EWORD),
and consecutive blocks (CBLOCK)are
mutually exclusive. Cannot request more
than one of these types of numbers". The
conflict with this error message is that the
EDI mapping example on page 11 of
chapter 9 of the MA 9.0 Disclosure
appears to require NTNUM to be mapped
in order to transmit the value of ECATEG
or EWORD.

02/25/02: Qwest: The Sl segment where
NTNUM, ECATEG, EDWORD and EJUST
is horizontal Sl arrangement. The order in
how these fields come doesn't really
matter. It doesn't force you to send the
NTUNM in order to send ECATEG. For
example, you can send the transactions
this way SllTllRQIECATEGlZZIEWORD.
This will be a valid transaction to send.

02/26/02; HP. The Disclosure Document
does not indicate that
the paired elements of the Sl segment can
be sent in any order.
Since the TNNUM is not used if the

®
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Candidate
Sequence
Number

Domain Candidate Issue
Statement

Comments

ECATEG or EWORD is
used, it may be better to depict them on
separate SI segments.

02/26/02: HP: Corrected map, sent query
and received the expected results.

9029 Transaction Test Phase 1 - Regression testing
of the 9.0 Data Document
using the scenario for
TNAQ4 did not return the
expected response.

02/01/02: HP submitted the transaction
and received the expected response. One
item is worth noting. The Data Document
indicates that one error message will be
returned, HP received the one noted on
the data document, and one additional
one. The second error message was
"OSS Gateway: System problem
encountered. Call UHD/OSS No
Telephone Numbers available for this
query".

02/04/02: Qwest: This was fixed as part of
the errors analysis that Qwest has
performed in recent days. The data
document to be published this evening
contains the updated error messages,
including the messages received for these
transactions.

02/05/02: Qwest: Distributed SATE Data
Document 9.0 v04 on the evening of

2/4/2002 that corrected this Data
Document error.

02/07/02: HP retested and received the
expected response.

9030 Transaction Test Phase 1 Progression testing
of the 9.0 Data Document
using the scenario for
UDLNP1 did not return the
expected response.

02/05/02: HP submitted LSR with
TID=151692 and received FATAL error
"Could not check supplemental (Unknown
product type)"
02/06/02: Qwest: Advised that the fix for
this 860 problem is completed.

02/07/022 HP: Retested with TID=1517/2,
ver=04. Requested and received the
855SU, 865FOC, 865JEOP and 865CN.

\

®
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1.0 12/21/01 Final Report distributed to TAG for review.
1.1 03/25/02 Final Report distributed to ACC with the following changes:

1. Executive Summary .-- changed entire section.
2. Section 2. Functionality - under "Pre-Test Approach" -

changed first paragraph and first bullet.
3 .  Sec t ion 2 .1 .4  Resu l ts -  Table  2 . l .4a -  changed table  and

added footnote.
4. In Section 2.1.4 Results - under Table 2.1.4a, added

table and text to describe orders executed during the
retest effort to determine the accuracy of Address
Validation transactions for loop qualification.

5. Section 2.1.4 Results .-. after Table 2.1.4a - changed
paragraph that begins "The integration quality of pre-
order and order data for IMA-GUI.. " Also, added
paragraph that begins "It should be noted that these
observations are not indicative. "

6. Section 2. l  .4 Results - added paragraph before "Exit
Criteria" section.

7 .  Section 2 .2 . .3  Process -  under "Monitoring" -  changed
second paragraph.

8 .  Section 2 .2 .4  Resul ts -  made changes throughout section.
9 . Section 2 .3 Process - changed text and added table  to

"Serv ice  Val idat ion."
10. Section 2.3.4.1 CEMR Results - changed entire  section.
11. Section 2.3.4.2 EB-TA Results .... changed first sentence.
12. Section 2.4.1 Introduction .-. changed text for "DUF"

bul let.
13. Section 2.4.2 Scope - changed text for last bullet and last

paragraph.
14. Section 2.4.3 Process - changed text throughout entire

section.
15. Section 2.4.4 Results - changed text throughout entire `

section.
16. Added Section 2.4.5.
17. Section 2.5.2 Scope -- changed text throughout section.
18. Section 2.5.3 Process - changed f irst paragraph.
19. Section 2.5.3 Process - under "Functional ity Test Data

Reconci l iation" - changed f irst paragraph.
20. Section 2.5.3 Process - under "Functional i ty  Test Data

Processing" - changed entire section.
21. Section 2.5.3.1 Performance Measurement Test Entrance
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Criterla -- deleted footnote from table.
22. Section 2.5.4.1 - corrected heading and measure

description for GA-2.
23. Section 2.5.4.1 - added note to Table 2.5.4.lc. Changed

second paragraph of Findings.
24. Section 2.5.4.1 - changed Findings paragraph for Table

2.5.4.1 g.
25. Section 2.5.4.1 - changed Findings paragraph for Table

2.5.4. oh.
26. Section 2.5.4.1 - changed Findings paragraph for Table

2.5.4. 1 i.
27. Section 2.5.4.1 - changed second paragraph of Findings

for Table 2.5.4. lk.
28. Section 2.5.4.1 - changed Findings paragraph for Table

2.5.4. ll.
29. Section 2.5.4.1 .- changed Measure Description

paragraph for "Jeopardy Notice Interval PO-8" (for Table
2.5.4. UP);

30. Section 2.5.4.1 -- changed Measure Description
paragraph for "Timely Jeopardy Notices PO-9" (for
Table 2.5.4.1q).

3 l. Section 2.5.4.1 -. changed Measure Description
paragraph for "Installation Commitments Met OP-3" (for
Table 2.5.4. Lr.

32. Section 2.5.4.1 - added "See note #l" to Table 2.5.4.lr.
33. Section 2.5.4.1 -. changed first paragraph of Findings for

Table 2.5.4.1t.
34. Section 2.5.4.1 - changed third paragraph Of Findings for

Table 2.5.4.lu.
35. Section 2.5.4.1 - changed Measure Description

paragraph for "Delayed Days OP-6" (for Table
2.5.4. acc).

36. Section 2.5.4.1 - changed Findings paragraph for Table
2.5.4. lee.

37. Section 2.5.4.1 .- changed text in "Findings" for Table
2.5.4. too.

38. Section 2.5.4.1 - changed text in "Findings" for Table
2.5.4. app.

39. Section 2.5.4.1 - changed text in "Findings" for Table
2.5.4. liq.

40. Section 2.5.4.1 - changed Measure Description
paragraph for "All Troubles Cleared Within 48 Hours
MR-4" (for Table 2.5.4. let).

41. Section 2.5.4.1 - changed text in "Findings" for Table
2.5.4. let.

42. Section 2.5.4.1 - changed text in "Findings" for Table
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2.5.4. vv.
43. Section 2.5.4.1 - changed text in "Findings" for Table

2.5 .4. l we.
44. Section 2.5.4.1 -- changed Measure Description

paragraph for "All Troubles Cleared Within 4 Hours
MR-5" (for Table 2.5.4.lyy).

45. Section 2.5.4.1 .-. changed Findings paragraph for Table
2.5.4.lzz.

46. Section 2.5.4.1 - added table name for BI-3, "Table
2.5.4.lrrr," and changed Findings paragraph.

47. Section 2.5.4.1 -- added table name for BI-4, "Table
2.5.4. 1sss." Changed numbers in table and changed
Findings paragraph.

48. In Section 3.1 .4.1 Timing Measures - under "Re-
Analysis of Phase II," changed first paragraph.

49. Section 3.1.4.1 Timing Measures - under "Retail Parity
Re-evaluation," changed chart and added paragraph
beneath chart.

50. Section 3.1.4.2 Quantitative Measurements -
under"Retai1 Parity Re-evaluation," changed and added
text beneath table, and added more tables.

51; Section 3.1.4.3 Qualitative Measurements -- changed #12
in the TSD objectives table under "TSD Section 4. 1
Question" column.

52. In Section 3.3.4 Results changed #7 in the TSD
objectives table under "TSD Section 4.1 Question"
column.

53. Section 4. Capacity Test under "Approach" -. under
"System Capacity Test" ... changed paragraph that begins
"The System Capacity Test was originally intended to
evaluate whether Qwest's systems. " Split paragraph
and added new verbiage about success criteria.

54. Section 4. CapacityTest -- under "Approach" - under
"System Scalability" - changed wording in first
paragraph.

55. Section 4. l .1 Introduction -. changed second paragraph.
56. Section 4. 1 .1 Introduction - changed paragraph under

Figure 4.l.la.
57. Section 4.1.2 Scope -- added PO-1 "A&B" and PO-5 "A"

for clarification.
58. Section 4.1.2 Scope - under "PO-5 Firm Order

Confirrnations on Time" .- deleted "Access Service
Requests (ASRs) and added "in terms of the PID" to first
paragraph.

59. Section 4. l .2 Scope - under "Capacity Test Orders" -
changed paragraph that begins, "Finally, Qwest provided
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CGE&Y with performance measurement data percamlng
to the Capacity Test for PO-1 (IRTM). "

60. Section 4.1 .3 Process - under "Pre-Order Planning," in
table that states number of pre-order queues planned for
each of the Capacity Test -- changed "Phase 2 (9 month)"
in third row to "Phase 3 (6 month)."

6 l. Section 4.1 .3 Process .- under "Order Planning," in table
that states total number of order transactions placed for
the System Capacity Test -- changed "Phase 2 (9 month)"
in third row to "Phase 3 (6 month)."

62. Section 4.1 .3 Process -.. under "Order Planning,"
statement "The System Capacity Test input mix also
included:" - changed bullet #2 "Qwest ignored certain
edits. " to "Qwest ignored certain MA edits. "

63. Section 4.1 .3.1 Test Activities -- changes throughout
section.

64. Section 4.2.1 Introduction - changed last paragraph.
65. Section 4.2.4 Results - changed first paragraph.
66. Section 4.3.3 Process - changed third paragraph which

begins, "CGE&Y reviewed Qwest's documentation,
listed above. "

67. Section 5. Relationship Management Evaluation - under
"Approach" - added text to "Interviews" bullet.

68. Section 5. Relationship Management Evaluation - under
"4) Interface Development" - added paragraph at end.

69. Section 5. l .2 Interviews - under "Network
Interconnection" -. changed footnote for SICM.

70. Section 5.1 .3 Documentation - made changes throughout
entire section.

71. Section 5.1.4 Results .. in TSD objective table - changed
"Comments" column for #6, #11 and #14,

72. Section 5.2.2. Interviews - under "Information Available
to CLECs on the Web" - changed text.

73. Section 5.2.3 Documentation - under "Help Desk
Relationship" - added website address to #4, made
changes to #18.

74. Section 5.2.4 Results - added table to end of section.
75. Section 5.4 Interface Development - EDI/IMA GUI -

Added sentence to first paragraph.
76. Section 5.4.2 Interviews -- changed second paragraph.
77. Section 5.4.3 Documentation - Under "Pseudo-CLEC

Experience," added to list below first paragraph.
78. Section 5.4.3 Documentation - under "EB-TA" - under

"Documentation" .- changed first paragraph.
79. Section 5.4.3 Documentation -- Added bullets for

"Billing" and for "Pre-Order to Order Integration" at end

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

i

Version 2.0 5



of section.
80. Section 5.4.3 Documentation - Added paragraph to

"HPC Observations" at end of section.
81. Section 5.6 Qwest Co-Provider Industry Change

Management Process ... under "Background" -- added text
to first paragraph.

82. Section 5.6.4 Results .- added text to first paragraph.
83. Section 5.6.4 Results - under "Deficiency #1,

Explanation" - changed last sentence of last paragraph.
84. Section 6.2.1 Master Test Plan - changed second

paragraph.
85. Section 6.2.1 Master Test Plan - changed "Performance

Management Audit" to Performance Measurement
Audit."

86. Section 6.2.4 CGE&Y/HP Interface -. Added second
paragraph.

87. Section 6.2.5 - changed first paragraph.
88. SeCtion 6.3.1 l -. changed section title to

"AT&T/HPC/CGE&Y Interface Process."
89. Section 7. Findings/Conclusions/Recommendations .-

changes throughout section.
90. Replaced Appendix B.
91. Inserted diagrams in Section 3.1 IMA-GUI

Pre-Order/Order
2.0 03/29/02 Final Report distributed to the TAG for review.
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Executive Summary

Background

Section 271 of The Telecommunications Act of 1996 (the Act) sets forth a list of conditions
that a Bell Operating Company (BOC) must satisfy before it is authorized to offer "in-
region" long distance services. That list is often referred to as "The 14-point Checklist." In
accordance with the Act, the Federal Communications Commission (FCC), through a series
of orders and in its approval of several §271 applications, has provided a "road map"
containing specific details of what is required to meet each one of the Checklist items.

r

One of the principal FCC requirements is that a BOC must demonstrate that it provides non-
discriminatory access to its Operations Support Systems (OSS) enabling the BOCs,
competitors (often referred to as "Competitive Local Exchange Carriers" (CLECs)) to place
orders for local facilities (called Unbundled Network Elements (UNFs)) or resale services in
Order to install service to the CLECs' end-user customers, to maintain and repair those
facilities, and to bill customers.) Although it is not required by the Act to gain State
approval prior to filing an FCC application, the FCC has placed significant weight on the
State's recommendation when supported by a detailed and comprehensive state record. A
detailed state record assists the FCC by providing the necessary evidence to make its
determination within the 90-day time frame allowed by the Act. Therefore, all applicants to
date have sought state approval prior to filing an FCC application.

1

E
1

To determine whether a BOC provides such non-discriminatory access to competitors as
required by the Act, the FCC has stated that commercial data, i.e., data from the CLEC's
actual usage of the BOC's OSS, are preferred. However, when commercial data are abseNt,
the FCC has relied on the results of independent, third-party testing of the BOC's OSS to
demonstrate whether a BOC has provided non-discriminatory access to its OSS. hi many
jurisdictions, State Commissions have engaged independent firms like Cap Gemini Telecom
Media & Networks U.S., Inc. d/b/aCap Gemini Erst & Young (CGE&Y) to test and
evaluate the BOC's OSS.

The State Commission considers the results of such tests and evaluations to determine
whether the BOC is providing non-discriminatory access. The FCC considers the State
Commission's determination and the recommendation of the United States Department of
Justice (DOJ) when making its detennination as whether to approve the BOC's application.
To date, the FCC has approved ten such applications, all of which were supported by a
comprehensive and detailed state record, whether conducted independently by the
applicant's state commission or conducted within an anchor state with independent
affirmation by the applicant state of the sameness in the OSS with the anchor state: Verizon
in New York, Massachusetts, Connecticut, Pennsylvania and Rhode Island, and
Southwestern Bell Communications, Inc. (SBC) in Texas, Oklahoma, Kansas, Arkansas and
Missouri. ,

New York 271 Order Ar Par, 83.

V e r s i o n  2 . 0
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In its orders granting authority to offer "in-region" long distance services, the FCC
established certain standards that apply to the testing and evaluation of the BOC's OSS.
Specifically, when the applicant relies on wIld party testing as evidence of non-discriminatory
OSS access, two types of testing and evaluation are required:

•

•

Functionality testing
Capacity testing

Testing and evaluation are necessary in each of the five OSS functions: pre-ordering
(including access to loop qualification information), ordering, provisioning, maintenance
and repair(M&R) and billing.

The Qwest Arizona OSS Test

Consistent with the requirements of the Act, the Arizona Corporation Commission (ACC)
engaged Doherty and Company, Incl(DCI) to develop a Master Test Plan (MTP) for the
Qwest Arizona OSS Test. In addition, the ACC engaged CGE&Y to serve as the Test
Administrator, and Hewlett-Packard (HP) to serve as the Test Generator or Pseudo-CLEC.
A Test Advisory Group (TAG) was formed, consisting of CGE&Y, HP, the ACC, DCI, and
al l  other interested parties, including Qwest and CLECs such as AT&T, WorldCom, Cox
Communications and Covad. The formation of the TAG ensured openness by al lowing al l
parties to contribute to the test process, and provided a forum for the scrutiny of test results.

_a
4

The MTP was designed to contain the overall requirements for the OSS Test. At the
direction of the ACC, the initial MTP was developed by DCI. In late 1999, ownership of the
MTP was granted to CGE&Y. At this point, changes to the MTP were a collaborative effort
and were only made with the approval of the TAG, The MTP was docketed in April of 2000
and was used as the foundation for the development of detailed test plans.

In January 2000, the TAG determined that a more detai led test plan should be developed to
supplement the MTP. Worldng in a col laborative effort for more than f ive months, the TAG
developed such a plan, which is known as the Test Standards Document (TSD). One of the
major requirements of the TSD was for CGE&Y, as Test Administrator, to identify
suspected def ic iencies in Qwest OSS and issue Incident Work Orders (IWis),  which were
to be distributed to al l  TAG members for review and comment. All  test partic ipants were
also encouraged to bring suspected deficiencies to the attention of the Test Administrator for
review. Qwest was required to provide a response to each IWO. All  parties were then
al lowed an opportunity  to comment on Qwest's response and CGE&Y's evaluation.
CGE&Y careful ly  reviewed the parties' comments and determined whether additional
information, testing or evaluation was necessary. Once CGE&Y verif ied that the issue
identif ied in the IWO was satisfactori ly addressed by Qwest, a Performance Acceptance
Certif icate (PAC) was distributed to al l  parties and the IWO was closed. Any party that
disagreed with that closure could raise their concerns at regularly scheduled TAG meetings.
If the parties could not reach agreement on the closure, the IWO was sent to "impasse", i .e .,
referred to the ACC for resolution. Of the more than 230 IWis issued during the OSS Test,
and the 128 issued during the PMA and closed by CGE&Y during the test, only 6 were
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taken to impasse by any party. The resolution of those IWis is currently pending at the
ACC.

At the outset of the Qwest ArizOna OSS Test, the TAG also decided that CGE&Y would
conduct an extensive Perfonnance Measurement Audit (PMA). The PMA was the first of
it's kind, unique to Arizona and addresses concerns raised in other jurisdictions as to the
accuracy of the BOC's reported performance measurement results. This is especially
important as the volume of services provided by CLECs increases and future determinations
of quality of service provided by the BOCs is based on published performance measurement
results.

The Arizona PMA was originally intended to ensure that the results from the test would be
accurately calculated and reported. The TAG was an integral part of this process.
Numerous TAG meetings were held during which the sections of the PMA were discussed
and agreement was reached by the TAG that the audit results were satisfactory and OSS
testing of the particular Mnction could begin. During the PMA, CGE&Y identified
numerous deficiencies resulting in the issuance of 128 IWis all Of which were resolved by
Qwest by the fall of 2001 .

3
CGE&Y began Phase I of the OSS test in December 2000.

;

In designing the Arizona §271 test, the ACC took unprecedented steps to ensure that the test
process would remain completely "open," i.e., all parties would be afforded every
opportunity to participate in the test, thoroughly review and analyze the results in an open
forum, and raise issues during each phase of the test. This openness policy was developed
by the ACC and is described in Appendix F of the MTP. CGE&Y operated in accordance
with this policy to ensure that openness was achieved during each phase of the Qwest OSS
test. In addition to establishing the TAG, the ACC took several steps to further support this
open process:

It established a robust TAG meeting schedule, a master issues log, and a record of action
items and tracking of their completion, During the OSS Test process more than 50 TAG
meetings were conducted, each providing the CLECs with an opportunity to raise issues
in an open forum.

• It established a document viewing room in which CGE&Y and HP placed all appropriate
test documentation. Such an extensive viewing room is unique to Arizona, no other
State Commission to date has provided a similar method for the parties to view the OSS
Test record. Tens of thousands of documents and hundreds of electronic files have been
placed in the Qwest Arizona OSS Test Document Viewing Room for all parties to
inspect and--subject to the terms of the Commission's Protective Order--copy. The
Document Viewing Room was established in July 2001 and supporting test data have
continued to be added to coincide with specific workshop schedules and as additional
testing continued. CGE&Y made every effort to ensure documentation was Provided
allowing all parties sufficient opportunity for review, In addition, CGE&Y and HP
made copies of more extensive electronic files and made them available to parties on
CDs, to further facilitate their review of the test and its associated documents .
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Retail Parity Evaluation 3 days 161
Relationship Management Evaluation 2.5 days 291
Capaclty Test 2 days 197
Functionality Test 5.5 days 442
Draft Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test 5 days 233

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

It required CGE&Y to issue interim reports after completion of each part of the OSS
Test. After each such interim report was issued, the ACC conducted multi-day
workshops. The number of interim reports that were published, and the number of
workshops held were unique and unprecedented for a §27l engagement and allowed all
parties to comment on virtually every aspect Of the test. Prior to each of the workshops,
parties were encouraged to pre-file written questions related to the interim report, and
CGE&Y was required to provide written responses prior to the workshop. The CLECs
issued more than 1200 pre-filed questions, covering every aspect of each test. CGE&Y
and HP provided written responses to each question, Many of which required extensive
investigation and analysis. In addition, during the workshop, the parties were permitted
to Present their own evidence related to the interim report. The parties were also
allowed to direct follow-up or additional questions, to CGE&Y and HP witnesses
responsible for the interim report. Each of the workshops were transcribed and the
transcripts made available to all parties. Following each workshop, the parties filed
briefs on the workshop and the interim report. CGE&Y, in conjunction with the ACC
staff considered the input iron the pre-filed questions, the interim workshops and the
parties' briefs to determine whether any additional testing or evaluation was needed, as
well as to make any appropriate edits to the reports . 1!

Upon completion of the interim workshops and additional testing and evaluations, CGE&Y
incorporated its findings and relevant CLEC comments into the interim reports and provided
the parties and the ACC with a Draft Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test. The Draft Final
Report also included overall findings, conclusions and recommendations. After the CLECs
were provided a sufficient opportunity to review the Draft Final Report, the ACC conducted
a workshop intended to cover revisions or additions since issuance of the interim reports, but
followed the same procedure used for the workshops on the interim reports.

. P

Following is a chart providing quantitative information about each of these workshops:

For all these reasons, the ACC can be assured that the thorough and exhaustive Qwest
Arizona OSS Test has been the most open, most extensive and most collaborative §271 OSS
test conducted to date by any State Commission.

Summary of Test Results

CGE&Y identified a number of documentation, process, training and system issues during
the testing and evaluation of the Qwest OSS. CGE&Y issued 232 IWis during the Qwest
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OSS
Improvements

Initiated

System
Tables

Training
Updates

Procedure Metrics Documentation TOTAL

Functionality 44 7 22 27 28 9 137

Retail Parity 0 0 3 3 0 7 13

Capacity 3 0 0 0 0 0 3

Relationship
Management

I 0 7 7 0 14 29

TOTAL 48 7 32 37 28 30 182
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OSS test to address these issues. The following table identities those IWis by test type, and
the action taken to address or resolve the incident. 'This table does not include 48 IWis that
were either withdrawn or where no action was required, 128 IWis that were created during
the PMA, and 2 IWis that are under evaluation. (See CGE&Y's PMA-Final Report for
details concerning the PMA IWis)

This report describes the activities conducted by CGE&Y during the Arizona §271 Test, as
well as its findings, conclusions and recoinniendations. Below is a brief summary of each
test area. More detailed results can be found in Sections 2 through 5 of the report:

• Functionality Test (Section 2)
s

'X
q1

Test Scope

The purpose of the Functionality Test was to determine whether Qwest has developed
sufficient electronic functions and manual interfaces to allow competing coniers access to
all of the necessary OSS functions in each of the following areas;

\

Pre-Ordering (Section 2.1 and 2.5.4.1)
Ordering and Provisioning (Section 2.2 and 2.5.4.1)
Maintenance and Repair (M&R) (Section 2.3 and 2.5.4. 1)
Billing (Section 2.4 and 2.5.4.1) r

As part of the collaborative effort, the Functionality Test was designed by the TAG to be
executed in phases aligned with these areas. To further ensure an open test environment,
each phase of the test required approval by all TAG members prior to execution. The
execution of each phase would begin as the performance measurement audit was completed
on the specific measures pertaining to that phase. Completion of a phase of the PMA
included analyzing the findings and results of the applicable measures during the TAG
meetings to ensure that all parties were satisfied. After agreement was reached, that phase
of the Functionality Test could begin.

During extensive Pre-Order testing, more than 10,000 transactions were executed. In the
Ordering and Provisioning test, more than 1,700 orders were successfully executed, during
Maintenance and Repair testing, more than 80 troubles were reported. The Billing
evaluation involved a thorough validation of all Resale and UNE bills. In addition, two
months of Rated Usage was evaluated.

r
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The Functional i ty  Test scenarios were def ined by the MTP. To comply with MTP and TSD
requirements, CGE&Y developed test cases from these scenarios that al lowed the capture of
data to calculate perfonnance measures.

In addition to determining whether the required functionality was provided, the
Functionality Test also reported on Qwest's performance in each of these areas so the ACC
could determine whether Qwest's systems are capable of providing non-discriminatory
access to each of the functions of their OSS.

Appendix C of the MTP l isted each measure and sub-measure that CGE&Y was required to
report on during the test. These measures are a subset of the Arizona §27 l  Performance
Indicator Definitions (PIDs). Many of these measures required CGE&Y to report at certain
levels of  disaggregation, Ag., by geographic area or by product type. CGE&Y analyzed
more than 200 performance measure disaggregations to evaluate Qwest's performance.

The Arizona PID established the standards that were to be used for each measure. For OSS
functions that are analogous to those that Qwest provides to itself , its affi l iates or its own
customers, the appropriate standard determination was whether Qwest provided these
functions to the CLECs at parity levels. Thus, the TSD provided that CGE&Y was to
compare Qwest's retai l  results to those of the Pseudo-CLEC. In addition, the TAG requested
that CGE&Y also compare Qwest retai l  results to those of commercial  CLECs. For OSS
functions without a retai l  analogue, the standard was whether the access provided by Qwest
was sufficient to al low a competitor a meaningful opportunity to compete, i ,e . "benchmark
measures". For "benchmark measures," the TSD provided that CGE&Y was to report
results against establ ished benchmarks. For the remaining measures or sub-measures, the
TSD provided that results would be "diagnostic only," i .e ., they would be reported without
reference to a standard.

.a

8

To calculate these performance measures, CGE&Y used performance data reported by
Qwest, also known as "Qwest adhoc data," that was verif ied and reconciled with data
independently  col lected by the Pseudo-CLEC. CGE&Y performed an extensive data
reconcil iation to ensure that al l  records submitted by the Pseudo-CLEC were included in the
Qwest ad-hoc data. The results of this reconcil iation can be found in Appendix L of this
report. In addition, CGE&Y perfonned independent calculations with the data col lected by
the Pseudo-CLEC to ensure that the key data elements observed during testing matched
those contained in the Qwest adhoc data. The results of this analysis can be found in '
CGE&Y's Functional i ty  Test Resul ts Comparison Report (FTRC). As previously  discussed,
CGE&Y conducted an extensive PMA to verify and establish that once the data were
gathered,'the results as reported by Qwest were compliant with the PID. The PMA val idated
that Qwest's code, as written, would gather the correct data, and once collected, Qwest was
accurately applying business rules and exclusions and, calculating and reporting measures as
agreed to by the parties. In addition, CGE&Y performed tasks such as ride-alongs with
Qwest technicians to validate the source data, where possible. The execution of the PMA
was a collaborative effort requiring the issuance of interim reports, which al lowed al l  parties
to review and approve the results. This process is discussed more extensively  in CGE&Y's
Performance Measurement Audit - Final  Report.
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Test Activities

Execution of the Functionality Test portion of the Qwest Arizona OSS Test began in
December 2000. Every aspect of the test, from planning through execution, was
unprecedented in its opeimess, with TAG members provided every possible opportunity to
comment on virtually every phase of the test. This thorough and comprehensive test
included the execution of over 1700 service orders covering an extensive array of products
and services and was conducted in strict accordance with MTP and TSD requirements. This
test took more than six months to complete, during which time all parties were kept
informed of its progress. During the test, 232 IWis were issued, evaluated and closed by
CGE&Y in accordance with Appendixl Of the TSD.

L

A Functionality retest was conducted during the fall of 2001, this test was specifically
designed to test system and process improvements implemented by Qwest as a direct result
of the deficiencies that CGE&Y uncovered during the initial Functionality Test. Significant
issues identified during the Functionality Test, i.e., notifiers (FOCs, SOCs, Jeopardy, and
Reject notices) and Customer Service Record (CSR) updates, were addressed during retest.
As in the initial test, all parties were kept informed .of testing progress and were provided
every opportunity to comment.

g

A supplemental Daily Usage File (DUF) evaluation and retest was conducted in the first
quarter of 2002, after Qwest added access records for UNE-P lines to the DUF reporting
process in late 2001. CGE&Y specifically focused on evaluating the accuracy and
timeliness of DUF records during account migrations from Retail to UNE-P and Retail to
Resale.

Key Results and Findings

CGE&Y found that Qwest frequently used the POC process to communicate a Due Date
Jeopardy, or a Reject message after receipt of an initial FOC. CGE&Y issued IWis on
Qwest's FOC process. Qwest responded with a White Paper detailing the FOC process.
During the retest, CGE&Y validated that Qwest is providing FOCs to CLECs in accordance
with their published process. During the Functionality Test, CGE&Y also found that Qwest
did not deliver a Service Order Completion (SOC) on completed orders approximately 25%
of the time. CGE&Y issued l\lVOs for this deficiency and once Qwest instituted
improvements, CGE&Y validated that this issue did not reoccur during the retest period.

CGE&Y encountered numerous billing discrepancies during the FunCtionality Test. Qwest
responded that these discrepancies were primarily the result of human error and that training
was provided to the individuals and teams to prevent iiuture occurrences. As a result, Qwest
has implemented a system enhancement to reduce the. likelihood of human error, and issued
internal communications to address these issues. with respect to the reporting of Daily
Usage Records, CGE&Y found that ODUF (local and originating calls) records were
provided at 95% of expected records during the supplemental evaluation and at 75% during
the retest. CGE&Y found that ADUF (access) records were provided at 44% during the
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initial evaluation and at 89% during the retest. During the retest, CGE&Y closed two IWis
and the evaluation of system fixes implemented by Qwest in response to two IWis is
currently in retest.

Following the Functionality Test, CGE&Y provided results for 221 individual performance
measurement product disaggregations. This included 55 disaggregations that reported on
pre-order related activities including the flow-through percentage, percentage and timeliness
of rejection notices, FOC timeliness, work and billing completion notification timeliness,
jeopardy intervals and timeliness. Of these disaggregations that were compared against the
parity or a benchmark standard, CGE&Y found that Pseudo-CLEC results were in disparity
with Qwest results or failed to meet the benchmark for only 3 disaggregations. CGE&Y
found that Qwest provided disparate service or failed to meet the benchmark standard for the
Pseudo-CLEC for manually returned rejection notices submitted via EDI, resale aggregate
FOCs returned manually for LSRs received via EDI, and timeliness of UNE-P jeopardy
notifications. There were insufficient Pseudo-CLEC data to make a definite statistical
finding for 4 disaggregations where aggregated commercial CLEC results were in disparity
or failed to meet the benchmark. These disaggregations included LNP FOCs submitted via
EDI and returned manually, filly manual LNP FOCs, failed flow through LNP FOCs
submitted via EDI, and non-designed jeopardy notice interval. CGE&Y issued IWis for
these performance failures and validated that Qwest instituted fixes to address the issues
and/or performance had improved for the retest period.

,Q.
J

CGE&Y also reported performance results for 87 individual product disaggregations
relating to ordering and provisioning, including the percentage of installation cormnitments
met, the average installation interval, new installation quality, average delayed days,
coordinated hot cut interval, and the percentage of coordinated hot cuts completed on time.
CGE&Y found that Pseudo-CLEC results were in disparity with Qwest results or failed to
meet the benclnnark for only 9 disaggregations for those disaggregations having an
established standard. CGE&Y found that Qwest provided disparate service or failed to meet
the benchmark standard for the Pseudo-CLEC for dispatched and non-dispatched residential
and designed ISDN BRS installation commitments met, installation intervals for dispatched
business, non-dispatched Centrex, ISDN BRS, PBX, and UNE-P, and designed ISDN BRS
installations. There was insufficient Pseudo-CLEC data for a definite statistical finding for
4 disaggregations where aggregated commercial CLEC results Were in disparity or failed to
meet the benchmark. These disaggregations included LNP FOCs submitted via EDI and
returned manually, fully manual LNP FOCs, failed flow through LNP FOCs submitted via
EDI, and non-designed jeopardy notice interval. CGE&Y issued IWis for these
perfonnance failures and validated that Qwest had instituted fixes to address the issues
and/or performance level improved during the retest period.

CGE&Y also reported performance results for 75 individual product disaggregations
relating to maintenance and repair. This included the percentage of out-of-service troubles
cleared within 24 hours, the percentage of all troubles cleared within 48 hours, the
percentage of designed troubles cleared within 4 hours, the mean time to repair, the repair
repeat report rate, the trouble rate, the percentage of repair appointments met, and the
percentage of customer related trouble reports. Of these disaggregations that were compared
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against the standard, CGE&Y found that Pseudo-CLEC results were in disparity with Qwest
results or failed to meet the benchmark for only 4 disaggregations. CGE&Y found that
Qwest failed to meet the established standard for the Pseudo-CLEC for non-dispatched
UNE-P out-of-service troubles cleared within 24 hours, non-dispatched UNE-P mean time
to restore, and dispatched and non-dispatched UNE-P repair appointments met. CGE&Y
issued IWis for these perfonnance failures and validated that Qwest instituted fixes to
address the issues and/or Qwest's performance improved to acceptable levels during the
retest period.

CGE&Y reported performance results for 4 billing measures, including time to provide
recorded usage records, invoices delivered within 10 days, bill accuracy, and bill
completeness, CGE&Y found that Pseudo-CLEC results failed to meet the applicable
standard for invoices delivered within 10 days. CGE&Y issued an IWO for this
performance failure and validated Qwest's improvements regarding the issue .

Conclusions
CGE&Y concludes that Qwest provides sufficient electronic functions and manual
interfaces to allowcompeting coniers access to all of the necessary OSS functions in
Arizona. This conclusion is supported by test activity, observations, performance results,
and system, procedural and metric improvements that Qwest has made in response to IWis
generated during the Functionality Test. Qwest made hundreds of system, process, and
documentation improvements as a direct result of the OSS, PMA and Data Reconciliation
test efforts.

"2

As previously described, Qwest's entire performance measurement reporting process has
undergone the most extensive and thorough audit of both the input data and Qwest's
methods and procedures for gathering, calculating, reporting and applying business rules
exclusions of any other Incumbent Local Exchange Carrier (ILEC) to date. This audit
concludes that Qwest's performance measurement reporting accurately reflects performance
observed by the Pseudo-CLEC and can be relied upon to determine the quality of service
Qwest provides to its CLEC customers. CGE&Y recommends that aggregated commercial
CLEC data be reviewed going forward to evaluate QWest's future performance.

• Retail Parity Evaluation (Section 3)

Test Scope

The purpose of the Retail Parity Evaluation (RPE) was to determine whether a CLEC
representative, using Qwest OSS, can provide a level of service and experience to a CLEC
customer that is substantially the same in time and manner as that which a Qwest
representativecan provide to a Qwest customer. The inclusion of a RPE is unique to the
Qwest Arizona OSS Test and is the only evaluation of it's kind. The RPE was designed to
further evaluate the relative experience that a CLEC representative provides to its customer.
The RPE design covered a period of February 2000 through August 2000. The execution of
the RPE covered a period from August 2000 to December 2001 .
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RPE test scripts were designed to l imit the evaluation to areas of similarities between retai l
and wholesale in submitting pre-order and order transactions. Test scripts were tested for
accuracy and approved by the TAG.

Test Activities /

A

To achieve a val id comparison, identical  test scenarios were simultaneously executed at
both Qwest (using i ts own retai l  systems) and the Pseudo-CLEC (using i ts interfaces to
Qwest's OSS) to determine i f  the experience of  each was substantial ly  the same- In order
to make the comparison identical  not only were the test scenarios identical , but the test
accounts that were  used were  identical  in l ine  type (POTS, ISDN, Centrex, Private  Line ,
PBX), service  type (residence or business) features, and l i st ings as wel l  as be ing served
from the same geographical  area within the  same wire  center .  The scenarios inc luded both
pre-order information (e .g., Address Val idation, Telephone Number Avai labi l i ty), and the
actual submission of orders; The RPE covered two types of CLEC interfaces ((Interconnect
Mediated Access -- Graphical  User Interface (IMA-GUI) and MA-Electronic Data
Interchange (EDI)). The extensive evaluation included an in-depth comparison of a CLEC's
abil i ty to process pre-order queries and submit LSRs with the Qwest retai l  equivalent
transactions, using Qwest internal  OSS interfaces. The M&R evaluation compared a
CLEC's abi l i ty  to perform M&R transactions via IMA-GUI and Electronic Bonding-Trouble
Administration (EB-TA) with the Qwest retai l  equivalent transactions, using Qwest internal
OSS interfaces.

8

Discussions during TAG meetings in the Spring of 2000 resulted in CGE&Y issuing a white
paper titled "Variable Iterations" to explain the two phases for the execution of the RPE.
During Phase 1, which was performed from late August thru mid October of 2000, there
were 44 paired test scripts executed and results evaluated. These results were used in
determining the number of test scripts to be executed during PhaSe 2. Phase 2 was
performed early in 2001 during which 96 paired test scripts were executed.

As a result of the RPE interim workshop, a Retai l  Parity re-evaluation was conducted in the
fal l  of 2001. This evaluation addressed specif ic  areas of concern raised by the parties. The
major issues addressed included the number of fields and steps required to enter an order,
pre-order response times, pre-order to order integration, and reservation of vanity Telephone
Numbers (TNs) and large blocks of Telephone Numbers (TNs). To reevaluate these issues,
28 paired test scripts were executed as well as using a select group of test script results that
were executed during the Functional ity Re-test. The results of the reevaluation subsequently
led to the c losure of  3 IWis.

r

Kev Results and Findings

IMA-GUI Pre-Order/Order: CGE&Y found that the experience of a CLEC service
representative performing pre-order and order transactions using the various avai lable OSS
interfaces was substantial ly the same to that of a Qwest service representative performing
similar activities using internal  OSS interfaces.
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IMA-GUI M&R: CGE&Y found that the M&R functionality provided to CLEC service
representatives was substantially the same as that provided to Qwest's own retail service
representatives. Subsequent to the RPE, IMA-GUI M&R was replaced by CEMR. Test
results of CEMR functionality are included in the Functionality section of this report.

EDI Pre-Order/Order: CGE&Y found that the quality and quantity of information obtained
through EDI pre-order queries were substantially the same for the CLEC service
representative as that obtained by the Qwest service representative through similar queries,
and that the overall experience in submitting an order was also substantially the same for
both.

EB-TA M&R: 'CGE&Y found that the quality and quantity of infonnation obtained through
EB~TA M&R transactions were substantially the same for the CLEC service representative
as that obtained by the Qwest service representative through similar transactions, and that
the overall experience in performing the various M8cR transactions was also substantially
the same for both.

Conclusions

i

J

As stated in the MTP, the purpose of the RPE is "to determine whether a CLEC
representative, using a Qwest OSS interface, can provide service in substantially the same
time and manner as the service that a Qwest representative provides". In analyzing the
results of Phase l and 2 of the RPE as well as the results of the reevaluation, CGE&Y
concludes that the experience of a CLEC service representative using the various available
OSS interfaces is substantially the same to that of a Qwest service representative performing
similar activities using internal OSS interfaces. CGE&Y also concludes that Qwest provides
CLECs with substantially the same access to its OSS for the purposes of initiating service
requests and M&R, trouble transactions. CGE&Y further concludes that the OSS access that
Qwest provides to CLECs for the purposes of initiating service requests and M&R trouble
transactions does not negatively impact the customer experience as any time differences
observed between retail and wholesale would be transparent to a customerwhile
communicating with the representative. These conclusions were based on a combination of
qualitative, quantitative, and timeliness results, as well as observations and statistical
analysis to determine the overall experience of a CLEC service representative as compared
to a Qwest service representative performing similar activities.

• Capacity Test (Section 4)

Test Scope

The Capacity Test was comprised of three components, a System Capacity Test, which
consisted of a robust 12 month volume test and Stress Test, a complete System Scalability
evaluation, and a thorough Staff Scalability evaluation.
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The purpose of the System Capacity Test was to determine whether Qwest's OSS and
processes can handle both current as well  as projected commercial  volumes of pre-order and
order transactions, al l  while meeting established benchmarks intended to evaluate levels of
performance. The benchmarks evaluated during the Capacity  Test were Pre-Order Response
Times and Firm Order Confirmation (POC) Response Times. The Capacity  Test was
conducted in the summer of 2001 using forecasted CLEC volumes for the summer of 2002.
The systems were stressed with signif icantly higher volumes to determine their performance
under such conditions. ,

)

The purpose of the System Scalabi l i ty  Review was to evaluate Qwest's procedures for
capacity expansion to determine if  adequate procedures were in place for scal ing Qwest's
systems to provide sufficient capacity to handle future CLEC loads.

The purpose of the Staff Scalability Review was to determine if Qwest had the ability to
increase the number of personnel available to meet unexpected demand.

Test Activities

A Capacity Subcommittee was formed in February 2000 as a subgroup of the Arizona TAG
to address the technical  issues associated with the Capacity Test. This committee met more
than 30 times during this engagement, affording members every opportunity to provide input
to the process. One of the tasks of the Capacity Subcommittee was to recommend order
volumes for the test. Qwest provided the subcommittee a forecast of the projected CLEC
volumes by product type and by state . The sub-committee reviewed the data, and with ful l
CLEC participation, reached a consensus on the order volume to be used in the test. These
volumes included projected demand for the entire Qwest l4-state region. After preparation
activities for the test were complete, f ive separate Operational Readiness Tests (ORTs) were
performed to ensure that all  test orders would flow through as anticipated.

An automated order generator was uti l ized for the Capacity and Stress tests. A volume of
orders equal to the 12-month projected commercial volumes was used for the Capacity test.
During the 12-month test, more than 2 l ,500 Pre-Order transactions and 4,300 orders were
successful ly processed. For the Stress Test, a busy hour volume of transactions equal to
220% of that used for the Capacity test busy hour was used.

The System Scalabi l i ty  review included the evaluation of Qwest's procedures for capacity
expansion to determine if  adequate procedures are in place for scal ing Qwest's systems to
provide suff ic ient capacity to handle future CLEC loads. This review was conducted by
evaluating the backup plans, disaster recovery plans and other procedures that guide Qwest's
s t a f f in executing the OSS interface capacity planning.

The Staff  Scalabi l i ty  review evaluated whether Qwest's staff  planning process was suff ic ient
in terms of the number of stafani the facilities in which to house the staff and the training
necessary to bring new personnel up to the required level of productivity . CGE&Y
reviewed Qwest's support center workforce development modeling procedures and the l ink
between future volume projections and workforce modeling procedures. Support centers
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were evaluated for their abil ity to respond to increased workloads and to provide adequate
resources to handle the manual  processing of non-f low-through LSRs. Contingency plans to
meet unforeseen increases in order volume, and Qwest's disaster recovery plans to ensure
continued CLEC support were also evaluated. The abi l i ty  of Qwest's recruiting and training
programs to provide staff with the necessary ski l ls to perform manual support functions was
also reviewed by CGE&Y.

Kev Results and Findings

CGE&Y found that the 12-month forecasted volume for pre-order queries transmitted to
Qwest's OSS was processed within the benchmarks required by the PID, Version 63. The
pre-order performance results were within the benchmarks for each query type. The POC
performance results obtained from the 12-month Capacity Test were also well  within the
benchmarks required by the PID. During the Stress Test, the level of performance for
receiving pre-order responses from Qwest's OSS began to deteriorate with loads in excess
of 220% of the 12-month forecasted volume. This volume exceeded the test plan
requirement of l50%. The Stress Test results were within the PID benchmarks unti l  the
l50% stress test criteria was exceeded.

4

3

CGE&Y found that procedures to adequately track OSS loads and capacities are in place
and are actively being uti l ized.. Procedures for forecasting future OSS loads are adequately
maintained and fol lowed by Qwest's systems staff . Processes are in place and active ly
fol lowed for managing and providing the necessary Central  Processing Unit (CPU), memory
and data storage requirements for OSS computer growth. Qwest has adequate procedures in
place to guide i ts staff  in executing OSS interface capacity planning. Qwest has adequate
system disaster recovery plans in place, but does not perform live tests of these plans at this
time. \

CGE8cY found that Qwest has a sufficient staff scalabil ity development model in place to
support the CLEC needs Volume contingency plans exist to meet potential  dramatic
increases in CLEC order volumes and are avai lable to Qwest's staff . Disaster recovery
plans are well  defined to ensure continued operations are in place and maintained.
Recruiting and training programs to provide for competent staff with the necessary skil ls to
adequately process CLEC orders are suff ic iently documented.

Conclusions

CGE&Y concludes that Qwest's OSS are capable of processing forecasted volumes up to 12
months in the future while maintaining a level of performance well  within the established
benchmarks. CGE&Y also concludes that for System Scalabi l i ty ,  Qwest has wel l
documented processes and procedures in place to maintain system capacity sufficient to
meet projected future loads. Final ly , CGE&Y concludes that for Staff  Scalabi l i ty , Qwest
maintains adequate forecasting procedures to identify the need for additional work force
within a sufficient time frame that al lows for appropriate training and placement.

• Relationship Management Evaluation (Section 5)
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Test Scope

The purpose of the Relationship Management Evaluation (RME), as directed by the MTP,
was to evaluate how Qwest manages its relationship with its CLEC customers. This
included all facets of Qwest's business processes, procedures, communications and
communication methods that involve interaction with, or were created for the use of, the
CLEC community. In it's execution of the RME, CGE8cY was required to draw
conclusions as to the ease of doing business with Qwest sit pertains to entering into an
Interconnection Agreement (ICA), connecting with Qwest's OSS, training provided to
CLEC customers, quality of Qwest's online documentation, and Qwest's responsiveness to
the CLEC's needs.

As the scope of the RME expanded, due to the collaborative development of the TSD, and
as Qwest continued to increase its level of CLEC support, CGE&Y broadened the
evaluation to` include these additional CLEC support activities. All aspects of the business
model for Qwest's interaction with CLECs were regularly and repeatedly scrutinized for
process and content improvements. The RME began in May of 2000 and continues today in
an evaluation of Qwest's redesign of their Change Management Process (CMP). Results of
that evaluation can be found in CGE&Y's report, Qwest Change Management Process
Redesign Evaluation, dated March 25, 2002, v3.0.

.1
8

Test Activities

CGE&Y began its evaluation by extensively reviewing documentation relating to each of
the evaluated areas. Documentation for the evaluation was obtained from all available .
sources, including the Qwest website, the Pseudo-CLEC through its account management
team, Qwest's technical publications source, and through the Data Request (DR) process
established for this Arizona §27l proceeding. CGE&Y carefully observed many of the
processes discussed in this evaluation. These observations were primarily accornplished by
monitoring Qwest's interactions with the Pseudo-CLEC. CGE&Y also made observations
during its participation in Co-Provider industry Change Management Process (CICMP) and
CMP meetings and focus discussions, participation in Qwest's Release Notification process,
attendance at various Qwest wholesale training classes, and through meetings with Qwest
personnel involved in the various processes. In accordance with TSD requirements,
CGE&Y conducted interviews with various members of the CLEC community to collect
information about their experiences in dealing with Qwest. CGE&Y also conducted in-
person interviews with Qwest personnel representing the CLEC account establishment,
account management, EDI/IMA interface development, and the CMP. CGE&Y also sent
questionnaires electronically to CLECs that conduct business or intend to conduct business
in the state of Arizona. The questionnaires were used to collect additional information from
the CLECs about their overall experiences in dealing with Qwest.

Kev Results and Findings
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CGE&Y found that while the account establ ishment process was satisfactory, the Qwest
Product Catalog (PCAT) initial ly  contained erroneous, inconsistent, and confusing
information regarding CLEC account establ ishment, products avai lable for resale , and
Unbundled Network Elements (UNEs). In addition, many areas of the Qwest wholesale
website contained out-of-date information. CGE&Y also found that Qwest did not have a
coherent process for controll ing the overal l  content of its wholesale website. Using the IWO
process, CGE&Y brought these deficiencies to Qwest's attention and provided an
opportunity  to address them and make the necessary improvements. Qwest's website  has
now been thoroughly re-designed, the content completely updated, and a comprehensive
system of content review, editing, and updating put in place. Qwest has also instituted
version control to much of its wholesale web content, and has placed portions of it under the
control of the CMP.

CGE&Y found that while  the account management processes were suff ic ient, Qwest's
contract amendment process appeared to be inconsistently  fol lowed. This f inding was based
upon experiences of the Pseudo-CLEC in the Arizona §27l proceeding and the feedback
received from CLECs during the RME. In addition, the trouble ticket handling procedures
used by Qwest's various CLEC-facing help desks appeared to be inconsistently fol lowed,
based upon the feedback received from CLECs and experienced by the Pseudo-CLEC
during the RME. Also, responses to CLEC account inquiries, particularly  those deal ing with
bi l l ing-related issues, were not consistently provided in a prompt manner. Using the IWO
process, CGE&Y brought these deficiencies to Qwest's attention providing an opportunity
to address them and make necessary improvements. Qwest has establ ished a Service
Manager function to work in conjunction with the Account Manager function to provide
CLECs with a Qwest contact to handle service-related issues, thus freeing up Account
Managers to concentrate on account-re lated support. Qwest's CMP has become the forum
where CLECs can address many of the issues that previously were brought to the attention
of Account/Service Managers.

1
8

Through attendance in Qwest's training courses, CGE&Y found that Qwest's CLEC training
program initially consisted of only two instructor-led classes and an insufficient number of
self-paced online training courses. CGE&Y issued two IWis to address these deficiencies.
Qwest implemented a new training program in2001 containing significant improvements .
Qwest completely revamped their CLEC training, adding many new classes resulting in a
more robust training syllabus. Qwest also added an interactive/hands-on course on IMA-
GUI which significantly enhances the training experience. Upon attending and evaluating
these courses, and soliciting feedback from other CLEC attendees, CGE&Y was able to
close these IWis.

CGE&Y initially found that Qwest lacked an EDI testing environment that mirrored its
production environment. Qwest's testing process imposed stringent restrictions on the
CLECs and required tight coordination of order submission. CGE&Y issued an IWO to
address this deficiency, and a Stand-Alone Test Environment (SATE) was subsequently
developed in August 2001. CGE&Y made no formal evaluation of the SATE as part of its
Arizona §271 evaluation of Qwest's OSS. This evaluation was conducted by HP, and can
be found in their SATE Summary Evaluation Report. CGE&Y found that Qwest's interface
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development processes, apart; from the initial issue of the testing environment, were sound
and fol lowed standard software development l i fecycle and project management
methodologies.

CGE&Y found that Qwest's original  CICMP process was not a truly col laborative process
for effecting changes to the various interfaces. CGE&Y also found that Qwest's CICMP did
not provide CLECs with an opportunity to present Change Requests (CRs) and have them
evaluated, approved, and prioritized in a reasonable length of tirne. In addition, CGE&Y
found that while Release Notif ications were found to be very prompt in most respects,
Qwest's "f inal" EDI design documentation was released to the CLECs an average of 21
days before an upcoming release, compared to the industry standard 45 day interval .
CGE&Y issued three IWis to address these  def ic ienc ies.

During the course of this evaluation a second CICMP was chartered to specif ical ly handle
product and process CRs. While these changes represented an improvement over what had
preceded them, CGE&Y found Qwest's CICMP to be def ic ient in some areas. In June 2001
Qwest began an initiative to comprehensively re-design the CICMP process, and changed
the name tO CMP. The redesign was intended to be consistent with industry standards and
to apply the same processes employed by RBOCs that had already been granted §27l
approval . This redesign process is a col laborative effort between Qwest and those CLECs
named to the redesign "core team" and uses Ordering and Bil l ing Forum (OBP) Issue 2233
as i ts basis. The redesign is sti l l  in progress. For more detai led information and evaluation
of the re-design of Qwest's CMP see CGE&Y's report, Qwest Change Management Process
Redesign Evaluation, dated March 25, 2002, v3.0.

8

Conclusions

CGE&Y concludes that Qwest's CLEC account establ ishment processes are suff ic ient.
During the course of the evaluation, Qwest has continued its efforts to improve its processes
and the quality of information available to the CLEC community related to account
establ ishment.

CGE&Y concludes that Qwest's current account management processes are suff ic ient,
although the original processes appeared to require reinforcement and/or improvement based
on the many negative comments received from CLECs on this subject. Throughout the
course of the evaluation, CGE&Y was able to track improvements to many of these
processes.

CGE&Y concludes that Qwest's interface development process is suff ic ient. Feedback from
CLECs was positive regarding the knowledge of the staff and the project management
processes Qwest uses tO manage individual CLEC development efforts.

CGE&Y concludes that the online documentation available to CLECs is sufficient and has
been vastly improved over the course of the Arizona §27l Test. CGE&Y finds that
sufficient content exists, in a well organized manner, for a CLEC to find all infonnation
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1. CGE&Y recommends that independent audits be conducted on all measures, based on a
quarterly schedule, to ensure the continued accuracy of Qwest's performance measurement
reporting on existing and new products. This recommendation is supported by three IWis
created during the Performance Measurement Audit (AZIW02056, AZIW02072, and
AZIW03006).

2. Qwest should develop a process to seek and receive approval from a CLEC before
performing any changes to a CLEC-owned account. Currently, Qwest initiated activities are
shown as "Completions" on a Loss and Completion Report, but little detail is provided,
causing undue confusion. Implementation of this recommendation may provide an
opportunity for Qwest to improve the quality and value of the Loss and Completion Report
that Qwest provides to CLECs. Notification to a CLEC indicating that Qwest-initiated
changes have been made would potentially facilitate the reconciliation of the Loss and
Completion Report. This recommendation was developed to address the issue of late
notification of order completion on the Loss and Completion Report, and is discussed
further in AZIWO2 l 15. This issue is an appropriate candidate for review by the CMP.

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

required to conduct business activities with Qwest. This information is being continuously
refined, and in the future much of it will fall under the aegis of Qwest's CMP.

A complete redesign of CICMP to a new Qwest CMP is in progress. The new CMP is a
collaborative process that is addressing many of the previously identified deficiencies.

Due in part to the extensive nature and duration of the Qwest Arizona OSS test, many
improvements have already been implemented by Qwest. Many of these improvements
were based on deficiencies that CGE&Y identified during testing, which were documented
in IWis. Qwest has corrected dozens of system problems and processing errors, and
various process improvements have also been implemented. Qwest's overall documentation
has improved dramatically, and their wholesale website (where CLECs get information) has
been completely reengineered. The training program has been redesigned. A complete
redesign of Qwest's CMP is in progress. Furthermore, as a result of the PMA, many PID
improvements have been implemented.

Recommendations

Although CGE&Y finds, based on its testing and evaluation of Qwest's OSS, that Qwest
meets the applicable standards established for the test, CGE&Y has observed areas outside
those standards that may be helpful to the ACC in its continuing review of Qwest's
wholesale performance. While CGE&Y does not believe that implementation of any of
these recommendations is required to meet the test standards, it has developed the following
list of recommendations based on its observations during the conduct of the test.

"J

1
4
a

These recommendations are intended to indicate areas of improvement that could benefit all
parties. The inclusion of recommendations in this report does not suggest that there exists
inherent deficiencies or defects not already identified during the conduct of the test.

. r
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3. CGE&Y recommends that Qwest explore the inclusion of additional edits of CLEC LSRs,
within the Business Process Layer (BPL) of the gateway systems, prior to issuance of a
FOC. This recommendation suggests that increased edits in Qwest gateway OSS would
likely result in lowered initial LSR rejection rates, improved CLEC order processing, and
the reduction of rejects after a FOC. This issue was initially discussed in AZIWO2 l 16, and
Qwest has implemented improvements.

4. CGE&Y recommends that when Qwest introduces a new product or service that could
impact a CLEC account, that the appropriate OSS and process changes are communicated to
the appropriate Qwest departments or workcenters. This recommendation suggests that
Qwest implement process improvements that would result in a more efficient update of
system tables and better communication to work centers which would help ensure efficient
processing of CLEC orders. This issue is discussed in AZlWOl 134, which allows CLECs
to take advantage of new and revised product offerings more expeditiously. It is also
discussed in AZIWOl 127, which refers to software changes that were outside of a
scheduled MA release that were not communicated to the CLECs.

5. CGE&Y recommends that, through the CMP, Qwest improve the timeliness of record
updates from Qwest's provisioning systems to the various downstream OSS in regard to
customer conversions wherever such improvements have not already been put in place.
Delays in dovmstream recordupdates can potentially add additional steps to CLECs'
business processes. This recommendation is based on AZIW02060, which is discussed on
page 76 of this report.

6. CGE&Y recommends that the CMP consider the following process improvements:

• Qwestprovide the CLECs with a complete listing of the services and features on
any CLEC-initiated order, as entered in Qwest's Service Order Processor (SOP).
This recommendation should apply for any CLEC order type, whether flow-
through or non-flow-through. This recap should include information such as
USO Cs, FIDs, Hunting Sequence, etc. This suggestion calls for the Service and
Equipment (S&E) section of the Service Order to be returned to the CLEC as
entered in the Qwest SOP. This is currently under evaluation by the CMP.

• Explore and develop an automated process that would allow CLECs to view the
status of service orders initiated by Qwest on CLEC owned accounts. This
recommendation suggests that CLECs be provided with the opportunity to view
orders, determine the status of orders, and monitor the progress of those orders
through the Qwest OSS so that CLECs can more effectively support the needs of
their end users.

• Continue to improve the Service Interval Guide (SIG) to provide clearer and more
detailed information for CLECs on disconnect intervals, and to make the
information easier to locate on the Qwest wholesale website.

7. CGE&Y recommends that Qwest provide CLECs a 45-calendar day advance notice of final
EDI design documentation. This recommendation simply suggests that Qwest conform to
the timelines for issuance of EDI design documents, as presented by the CMP Redesign
Team. The basis for this recommendation can be found in the Relationship Management
Evaluation section of this report on page 395, as well as in the CGE&Y report Qwest
Change Management Process Redesign Evaluation, Version 3.0, page43 .

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test
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8. CGE&Y recommends that Qwest update their Wholesale website with clear standards and
business rules pertaining to CLECs use of the FOC. These standards/business rules should
clearly articulate how a CLEC is to differentiate FOC, Jeopardy notice, Reject notices, and
any/all other notifiers. CGE&Y also recommends that Qwest publish standard error-
handling information and provide it to CLECs on the wholesale website in a table format.
This would include more detailed information on Non-Fatal and Fatal errors, making the
wholesale website a more detailed and complete reference point for CLECs. Although the
Qwest White Paper " Firm Order Confirmation Evaluation Results," dated August 6,200 l
provides guidance, the continued development of reference material to assist the CLECs in
distinguishing and preventing errors would benefit all parties. The issue of distinguishing
error messages is also discussed in Appendix R of this report, Arizona §271 Performance
Indicator Definitions (PID) Data Elements Summary Reports, specifically in the HP Missing
Functionality Data Elements Spreadsheet.

9. CGE&Y recommends that Qwest improve the process for CLECs to reserve large blocks of
TNs: The reservation of large blocks offs is currently a manual process for CLECs. A
process improvement, through mechanization or other means, would be most beneficial to
CLECs when servicing business customers. The basis for this recommendation is discussed
in the Retail Parity Evaluation section of this report on page 236, and in Data Request 192.

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test
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1. Introduction

1.1 Roles and Responsibilities

1.1.1 Arizona Corporation Commission

The Arizona Corporation Commission (ACC) oversaw the test effort., It had the
following responsibilities:

Provided overall project management
Owned the Master Test Plan (MTP)
Created the testing implementation timeline
Appointed a Technical Advisor to act as liaison between the ACC and the
test entities
Appointed a Test Administrator/Manager tO manage the test activities
Appointed a Test Generator to develop the testing interfaces and conduct
related activities
Reviewed and approved the Final Report template prepared by the Test
Administrator/Manager

.l
I.
4
i

1.1.2 Test Administrator
Cap Gemini Telecom Media & Networks U.S., Inc.d/b/aCap Gemini East &
Young (CGE&Y), functioning in the capacity of Test Administrator, had the
following responsibilities:

In coordination with the ACC and Doherty and Company, Inc. (DCI),
established the draft and final MTP, including development and/or validation
of:

0
4
4
4
4

Functionality Test coverage and scenarios
Retail Parity Evaluation coverage and scenarios
Capacity Test coverage and scenarios
Change Management methods and processes
Scalability of Qwest interfaces

Established the draft and final Test Standards Document (TSD) in
collaboration with the ACC, DCI and the Test Advisory Group (TAG)
Ensured that Qwest was following established business rules, and accurately
collecting data and computing performance measurement results
Prepared test planning schedule, test execution schedule and overall project
schedule

Monitored test sites and activities, the test planning schedule, test execution
schedule, overall project schedule and baseline documents
Tracked testing action items
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Assigned accountabil i ties and tracked resolution of issues/problems
identif ied
Collected test status from Qwest, Pseudo-CLEC and partic ipating CLECs
and reported status to the ACC
Provided day-to-day supervision of the test program, including supervision
of Friendlies
Analyzed test results
Submitted a report of results and evaluations to the ACC, explicitly
describing results of each of the five tests (e.g., functionality, capacity) and
the evaluations for each, as well as overall results and overall evaluation
Provided technical advice to all test participants
Ensured, alongwith the TAG, that testing was conducted in such a way as to
maintain bl indness to Qwest
Maintained the level of openness in its contacts with Qwest specified in
Appendix F of the MTP, and submitted reports of its incidental contacts with
Qwest to the TAG and ACC on a bi-monthly basis

3

1.1 .3 Test Generator we

g
1

'IHewlett-Packard (HP), functioning as the Test Generator, assumed the role of
Pseudo-CLEC. The Pseudo-CLEC had the same roles and responsibi l i t ies as an
operating CLEC, including obtaining Qwest certif ication of its transaction
generator software to function with Qwest's OSS before testing began.

1 .1 .4 Technical Advisor

The Technical Advisor to the ACC, Doherty and Company, Inc. (DCI), had the
following responsibilities:

Acted with/for the ACC, and in coordination with the Test Administrator, to
establish the draft and final MTP
Provided counsel and technical support to the ACC throughout the testing
process
Maintained communications among all interested parties and managed the
flow of information among parties as directed or approved by the
Commission staff
Apprised the third party Test Administrator and the ACC staff of
communications and any conclusions reached with all parties or TAG
participants on a weekly basis
Assisted the ACC in overseeing the test process and in evaluating test results
and recommendations

1 . 1 .5 Qwest

Qwest, in the position of ILEC, provided assistance with provisioning of pseudo
test accounts, and order processing and provisioning. Qwest also provided
Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) for consulting and support during test planning,
preparation, execution, and analysis and for establishing the Friendly accounts.
Qwest's systems, operations, and processes were the focus of the test.
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1.1.6 End Users/Friendlies
End Users ("Friendlies") were recruited and managed by CGE&Y to participate
in functionality testing. Friendlies provided the physical locations to install test
lines and performed specific test calls as directed by CGE&Y. Friendlies were
used in Resale, Unbundled Network Element - Platform (UNE-P), Unbundled
Network Element - Loop (UNE-L), UNE-L with Local Number Portability
(LNP), and LNP tests. Friendlies enhanced the test effort by providing real-life
customer input.

1 .1 .7 Participating CLECs
Three CLECs participated in the test to provide the supporting activities and or
facilities required during the test that could not be provided by the Pseudo-
CLEC arrangement. AT&T provided assistance with UNE-L and LNP
provisioning and testing, WorldCom supported the submission and data
collection of trouble tickets via Electronic Bonding - Trouble Administration
(EB-TA) on Pseudo-CLEC accounts, COVAD entered CGE&Y test orders for
line sharing, and provisioned and tested Digital Subscriber Line (DSL) on the
installed lines.

1.1.8 Technical Advisory Group

The TAG had the following responsibilities:

Conducted bi-monthly and event related conferences, either by in-person
meetings or teleconferences, to inborn all participants of testing progress
and status
Periodically reviewed test results and offered advice, observations and
provided input to the test process
Facilitated CLEC participation in the test process
Participated in the Change Management process
Reviewed instances of reported exceptions and other issues as they arose,
attempted to resolve by consensus
As necessary, escalated exceptions to the ACC for decisions on whether or
not to retest
As necessary, escalated unresolved issues to the ACC for decisions
Accepted participant input on any matters related to testing, directed that
input to the cognizant parties and, as necessary, processed as described in the
preceding bullet-points
Through the Test Administrator, monitored test plans to ensure, as much as
practical, that Qwest remained blind to the test process
Adopted a Change Control Process that was applied for the MTP including
the Perfonnance Indicator Definitions (PID) and the TSD
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1.1.9 Governing Documents

This test was governed by two primary documents: the MTP and the TSD. The
MTP set forth the approach, scope and focus, timeline, roles and responsibilities,
testing phases (planning, preparation, execution, and analysis/reporting), and all
associated required activities for the testing of the CLEC access that Qwest
provided to its OSS. The TSD was created to describe how the §27l OSS tests
and evaluations would be executed. The TSD contained a test approach and
detailed test procedures and criteria, including entrance and exit criteria. The
TSD was finalized through the collaborative TAG process, which enabled the
CLECs to identify their specific testing needs and concerns, and provided them
an opportunity to offer significant input to the testing.

The MTP and TSD were created based on certain assumptions that did not
always prove to be valid as the test was conducted. In those situations,
CGE&Y, working with the ACC, DCI, and the TAG, conducted the test
consistent with the purposes of the documents.

Some processes were developed and implemented in addition to the process
documents required by the TSD. Some examples are:

4

. 5

so

1

•

•

•

Test Exception
Incidental Contact Report (ICE)
Impasse
Communication
Data Request

/

1

Version 2.0 32



Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

2. Functionality Test

Introduction

The purpose of the Functionality Test was to determine whether the ILEC has developed
sufficient electronic functions and manual interfaces to allow competing coniers equivalent
access to all of the necessary OSS functions. In short, the purpose of functionality testing is
to determine the extent to which Qwest's OSS provide operational functionality to CLECs
and to report on certain OSS performance indicators .

This report summarizes the activities conducted during the Functionality Test of the Qwest
OSS and the associated perfonnance measurements derived from the test data. This testing
and evaluation was performed on the following OSS functions, and the results can be found
in the following sections:

Pre-Ordering (Section 2.1 and 2.5.4.l)
Ordering and Provisioning (Section 2.2 and 2.5.4. 1)
Maintenance and Repair (M&R) (Section 2.3 and 2.5.4.1)
Billing (Section 2.4 and 2.5.4. 1)
Performance Measurement (Section 2.5)

2
3

Approach - Overall

The Functionality Test approach used end-to-end processing of Local Sen/ice Requests
(LSRs) to evaluate Qwest's OSS and processes, from pre-order through billing. The
Functionality Test was conducted in a production environment from December 2000
through June 2001 in accordance with Section 4 of the MTP and Section 3 of the TSD. The
scenarios tested were designed to replicate a mix of resale and Unbundled Network
Elements (UNE) order activity for a start-up CLEC in the Qwest Arizona serving area. The
testing included Resale, UNE~P, UNE-L, LNP, and UNE-L with LNP. Business and
residential orders were issued, encompassing new (install), conversion as specified, partial
migration, change, disconnect, and cancel activities. The quantities were developed in
accordance with Section 9 of the TSD.

The test generated data that were used in the statistical evaluation of performance
measurements defined in the Arizona Service PID, Version 6.3 (PID 6.3) dated May l,
2001. The PID defines key performance indicators for wholesale order activity to measure
Qwest's performance. CGE&Y evaluated the same perfonnance measurements for Qwest
retail and aggregate CLEC during the same time period as the test data.

A retest matrix was developed and presented to the TAG in accordance with Appendix I of
the TSD. The matrix contained scenarios to test Qwest's solutions of 24 Incident Work

2 CGE&Y Archive File: FT #12 - Retest Matrix
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Orders (IWIS). From the scenarios 171 test cases were developed The results of the retest
were used to c lose the IWis as appropriate .

Interactions Be tween Te st  Par t i c i pants

The interactions between test participants are described in Figure Za below. Additional
details on these interactions can be found throughout the Functionality Test section of this
report.

1
i

3 CGE&Y Archive File: FT #10 - Retest Accounts and FT#I 1 - Retest Tracking Log Spreadsheet

Version 2.0 34
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Figure Za

1
d

*.
'I

Description of Interaction Points between Participants :

a) Qwest created pseudo accounts (described in this section)
b) CGE&Y requested collocation facilities from the participating CLEC (described in this

section)
c) Participating CLEC identified available collocations (Appendix F, Interface Process)
d) CGE&Y requested pre-provisioning based on test scenarios (Appendix F, Interface

Process)
e) Participating CLECs completed pre-provisioning of facilities (Appendix F, Interface

PTOCCSSI
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k) Provisioning Request Form l\
M
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f ) CGE&Y sent test scripts to Pseudo-CLEC (Section 2.2 .3 , Process)
g) Pseudo-CLEC issued pre-order queries to Qwest (Section 2. l  .3, Process)
h) Query responses returned by Qwest (Section 2. 1 .3, Process)
i ) Pseudo-CLEC issued orders to Qwest (Section 2.2.3, Process)
j) Firm Order Confirmation (POC) returned by Qwest (Section 2.2.3, ProCess / Tracking)
k) CGE&Y sent Provisioning Request Form (PRF) to participating CLEC (Section 2.2.3,

Process / Tracking)
1) Qwest provisioned order and returned Service Order Completion (SOC) (Section 2.2.2,

Scope )
m) Partic ipating CLEC returned test results (Section 2.2.2, Scope)
n) Pseudo-CLEC updated tracking log (Section 2 .2 .3 ,  Process) _

Pre-Test Approach

Test preparation required extensive planning and coordination between CGE&Y and the
other test participants, The following is a summary of the major tasks that took place prior
to the start of testing:

Ex

4

4

"3
Acquired friendly and pseudo accounts .. CGE&Y developed a pool of 609 volunteer
end-users (Friendlies), in the state of Arizona who volunteered the use of their physical
locations to instal l  test l ines. TAG members recruited Friendlies on behalf of the Test
Administrator from their respective companies. In order to achieve the total test cases
required, Qwest created 956 pseudo accounts as record-only retai l  test accounts to
supplement test addresses provided by the Friendlies.

cu Identified and classified friendly and pseudo accounts - CGE&Y identified the
characteristics (e.g., business/residence, service location, availability of participating
CLEC collocation facilities, existing vs, additional service) of friendly and pseudo
accounts to facilitate the mapping of each to a particular test case.

U Obtained Letter of Authorization (LOA) - CGE&Y was required to send LOAs (see
Appendix I) to each potential Friendly participating in the test. The signed LOAs
enabled CGE&Y to act as an agent to setup the Friendlies' lines for testing. CGE&Y
forwarded copies of the signed LOAs to the Pseudo-CLEC.

U Coordinated test activities with Pseudo-CLEC - CGE&Y coordinated the scheduling of
tests, communication of results, and escalation of issues with the Pseudo-CLEC.

cl Created Test Information Packets for Friendlies - CGE&Y created information packets
containing:

Call Detail Log (see Appendix C)
Test Call Instructions (see Appendix D)
Unplanned Trouble Log (see AppendixE)

These information packets were delivered to the Friendly for each test line.
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U Retrieved Customer Service Records (CSRs) and val idated accounts - Initial ly , HP and
later CGE&Y retrieved the CSRs for each friendly and pseudo account via the Qwest
Interconnect Mediated Access (MA)-Graphical  User Interface (GUI). In order to
ensure that the requirements for each order and product type would be met, the status of
the service was val idated for each account, using the CSR as a reference.

EL Created database for friendly and pseudo accounts - CGE&Y created a database
containing the necessary information to manage the friendly and pseudo accounts during
testing. The database contained information about friendly and pseudo accounts. The
information categories included names, te lephone numbers, addresses,
business/residence type, collocation match status, and LOA status.

U Developed test cases -. CGE&Y developed test cases from the scenarios outl ined in
Attachment A of the MTP. Friendly and pseudo accounts may have one or more test
cases appl ied to each address, for example, new and change order, new and M&R, and
instal lation of multiple l ines. The following sources of information were used to create
test cases :

l

1
1

>

spreadsheet l isting the
L

>

> Friendly  database  for serv ice  address -  database  inc luding the  spec i f ic  information
for each Friendly (e .g.,  name, address, LOA)
Test accounts spreadsheets - spreadsheet including the account information from the
friendly database and the pseudo accounts built by Qwest

> Test case matrix to identify product activities to be tested
scenario requirements from Appendix A of the MTP
Collocation spreadsheet for cooperative loop testings based on the Friendlies
col location avai labi l i ty . This spreadsheet includes the partic ipant col location and
the avai lable  Connecting Fac i l i ty  Assignments (CPAs)

EL Designed test cases to verify that;

> The Pseudo-CLEC and partic ipating CLECs were able  to perform the necessary pre-
order activities and to submit LSRs, and Qwest was successful ly able to provision,
instal l  and bil l  the requested service or facil ities in an accurate and timely fashion.
This included a CLEC's abil i ty to track the progress of the LSRs through Qwest
systems.

> The Pseudo-CLEC was able  to access M&R systems using Customer Electronic
Maintenance & Repair (CEMR), and the partic ipating CLECs were able to access
M&R systems using EB-TA with test cases suppl ied by CGE&Y. This inc luded,the
abil ity to issue, track and close a trouble ticket.

4 CGE&Y Archive File: FT #l - Friendly Database
5 CGE&Y Archive File; FT #2 - Test Accounts Spreadsheet
6 CGE&Y Archive File: FT #3 - Test Case Matrix
1 CGE&Y Archive File: FT #4 - Collocation Spreadsheet
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Mapped friendly and pseudo accounts to test cases - CGE&Y detennined the most
efficient match of test scenarios for friendly and pseudo accounts and mapped therm to
test cases based on their service location, also considering avai labi l i ty of collocation
faci l i ties, and business/residence status. Friendlies without partic ipating CLEC
collocation faci l i ties were assigned to UNE-P and POTS (resale) test cases.

U Created test scripts -- CGE&Y produced individual test scripts (see Appendix H) based
on the detai ls of each test case. These scripts contained the necessary data to create an
LSR. The test scripts included the tracking number, basic scenario, features, Universal
Service Order Codes (USO Cs), Directory Listing (DL) information and otherpeninent
infonnation necessary to execute the test.

r

The application of the test cases to test accounts and the development of the test scripts
required the following steps: ,

1.
2.
3.
4.

Retrieve CSR via IMA-GUI.
Match CSR to test accounts spreadsheet (TestAccts.xls).8
Organize test accounts by scenario requirements (TestCases.xls).9
Screen the Friendlies' accounts for el igibi l i ty based on their location in the sewing
area. In addition to the pre-ordering steps mentioned above (numbers l  .- 2), the
screening also included:

1

r l
*|

3

Matching addresses to partic ipating CLEC col location si tes
Selecting residential  and business addresses per product type

5. Enter the information in the test accounts spreadsheet (e.g., basic scenario, feature
USO Cs, DL infonnation and any other pertinent information necessary to the test
process). .

6. Enter the tracking number in the l ist in progress spreadsheet
(Tracking_#_List_In_Progess.x1s). 10

7. Enter the tracking number and the scenario specif ications in the "TestAccts.x1s."1]
8 .  Update  the  access database .
9. Generate and print the scripts (see Appendix H, Test Order Scripts).
10. After the order completes, enter the information in the Return Order Log

spreadsheet. 12

These steps are detai led in the "Order Execution Process" (see Appendix J).

Cl Delivered test scripts to Pseudo-CLEC - CGE&Y printed and delivered test scripts to the
Pseudo-CLEC. Test scripts were del ivered on a dai ly  basis and each test script was
recorded on the Return Order L08.13

s CGE&Y Archive File: FT #2 .. Test Accounts Spreadsheet
9 CGE&Y Archive File: FT #3 - Test Case Matrix
no CGE&Y Archive File: FT #5 - Tracking Number List hi Progress Spreadsheet
11 CGE&Y Archive File: FT #2 - Test Accounts Spreadsheet
12 CGE&Y Archive File: FT #6 - Recur Order Log Spreadsheet
114 CGE&Y Archive File: FT #6 - Return Order Log Spreadsheet
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CGE&Y End-User Team developed Friendlies solicitation
methods.

J

ACC reviewed solicitation method(s) and approved solicitation
method(s) for Friendlies.

¢

Solicitation of Friendlies were sent out by TAG Members
within their organization via Email.

Potential Friendlies nominated themselves asvolunteers by
responding to telephone numbers provided bathe TA in the
initial contact letter. The TA contact numbers are voicemail
systems that were checked frequently. On the greeting the
potential volunteer was asked to leave their: Name, Address,
Contact Telephone Numbers, and the best time to contact the
potential volunteer.

J

Friendlies were accepted by the CGE&Y End-User Team upon
receipt of the signed Letter of Authorization (LOA).

Test lines are pre-provisioned at necessary Friendly locations. J

CI
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Met friendly criteria - The following friendly criteria from Section 2.4 of the TSD were
met prior to commencing the test:

A

3

In addition to these pre-test preparations, CGE&Y developed a questionnaire in accordance
with Section 8 of the TSD which was designed to assess the interaction between Qwest and
its CLEC wholesale customers in the areas of Network Design Requests (NDR), collocation
and interconnection trunking. The questionnaire was delivered to each of the participating
CLECs and included questions on the usability and completeness of procedures and
documents, adequacy of NDR, collocation forecast forms and order/provisioning processes
for interconnection trunking.

CGE&Y also notified Qwest of test account activity so they could prevent database updates
on certain special services, including the 91 l/E91 l, Operator Assistance (OA) and Directory
Assistance (DA) to avoid adverse impact of pseudo accounts (not Friendlies) on Qwest
downstream production output. -

Test Execution Approach

The manner in which CGE&Y conducted the Functionality Test was guided and directed by
the MTP and TSD. The MTP and TSD directed the testing into the pre-ordering,
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ordering/provisioning, M&R, billing and performance measures. Each of these areas are
described in this section.

The table below shows the products tested and the number of scenarios planned to meet the
sample size requirements specified in Section 9.2 of the TSD and the statistical approach
specified in Section 2.5 of this report:

3

;

4

3

99*0 Pre-ordering

Pre-ordering is the process by which CLECs query Qwest databases to verify or obtain the
information necessary to prepare and issue a valid LSR or Access Service Request (ASR)
and to retrieve information about the resources of Qwest.

In accordance with Sections 4.2 and 4.3 of the MTP, the scope of the pre-order test was to
review the following transactions :

•

CSR query that allows the CLEC to view an end-user's current service record
Address Verification query that allows the CLEC to verify service address infonnation,
as registered in Qwest's service areas
Reserve Telephone Number (TN) Mnction that allows the CLEC to reserve one or more
TNs at a verified address
Service and Feature Availability query that allows the CLEC to retrieve a list of services
and features available on Qwest's serving switch for the verified service address and as
allowed by the CLEC's interconnection contract
Appointment Scheduler functionality that allows the CLEC to view available dates and
appointment times for dispatch of field technicians
Facility Availability query that allows the CLEC to view whether facilities are available
at the verified address, whether dispatch is required for connection of new lines and, if
applicable, notification of possible held orders

Version 2.0 40



Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Loop Qualifications query which provides characteristics of the loop (e.g., length,
loading) for designed circuits

Additionally, the pre-order process verifies appropriateness and timeliness of reject
messages as well as a successful connection to the pre-order system. CGE&Y evaluated the
pre-ordering process by monitoring and documenting the submission of pre-order queries
performed in preparation for defined test cases.

I
O

o f
o Ordering/Provisioning

Ordering is the process that CLECs use to format and issue LSRs or ASRs to Qwest,

Provisioning consists of the OSS that Qwest uses to install the service or facility ordered, or
otherwise implement the CLEC order.

As described in Section 3.7.5.1 of the TSD, the scope of the Functionality Test for ordering
and provisioning activities encompassed the following:

l

1
3

Testing of Qwest's interfaces and order entry systems to validate the ability to receive
LSRs via Electronic Data Interchange (EDI), IMA-GUI and FAX as prescribed in the
MTP
Transmission of multiple order types by the Pseudo-CLEC to Qwest, including new
installation, conversion as specified, conversion as is, change, suspend, restore,
disconnect, cancellation (supp-to~cancel) orders and 91 l/DA database updates as
required
Qwest's transmission of acknowledgements (EDI), rejects, jeopardy notifications, FOCs,
and SOCs to the Pseudo-CLEC
Validation that each order was provisioned as specified in the order
Processing of flow-through and non flow-through orders (i.e., those accepted by the
Service Order Processor (SOP) and those needing human intervention in order to create
the internal Qwest service orders)
Periodic reports of daily test activity including:

1

4
4
4
4
4

0
9

O

Number of tests run to date by category
Tests passed to date by category
Tests failed to date by category
Incidents recorded to date r
Testing incident resolutions received to date (via Performance Acceptance
Certificates (PACS) from Qwest)
Re-tests performed on PACs to date
Passed re-tests and failed re-tests (orders still in progress were not included on the
reports, but were tracked)
For coordinated requests, determination if Qwest contacted the Pseudo-CLEC at the
appropriate times and provided the appropriate information
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CGE&Y evaluated the ordering and provisioning process by monitoring and documenting
the issuance of orders by the Pseudo-CLEC .

Maintenance and Repair
\

M&R is the function whereby CLECs diagnose and troubleshoot customer~reported
troubles, report troubles, open trouble tickets, inquire on the status of trouble tickets, and
close trouble tickets. Through submission of M&R test trouble tickets, CGE8LY evaluated a
CLEC's ability to perfonn these activities associated with trouble shooting and returning a
customer's line to service. According to Section 3.7.6 of the TSD, the focus of the M&R
evaluation was to determine :

Whether these systems generated a timely and accurate trouble report
If the Pseudo-CLEC or participating CLEC could perfonn a Mechanized Loop Test
(MLT) for a reported trouble
If the MLT results provided the Pseudo-CLEC or participating CLEC the appropriate
information
Whether the Pseudo-CLEC or participating CLEC could obtain the status of a trouble
ticket
Whether Qwest notified the Pseudo-CLEC or participating CLEC of successful
restoration of service after the service fault was identified and corrected
Whether the Pseudo-CLEC or participating CLEC could retrieve a customer's trouble
history, as applicable `

3

CLECs can perform M&R activities electronically, using functionality provided to CLECs
by Qwest via one of the available application options, or via a telephone call to Qwest's
Account Maintenance Service Center. Section 3.7.6.1 of the TSD limited functionality
testing to the two primary interfaces available for CLEC M&R. These are:

> Customer Electronic Maintenance & Repair (CEMR) - a proprietary web-based GUI
application designed by Qwest

> Electronic Bonding - Trouble Administration (EB-TA) ._ a gateway interface with
associated programming and business rules that allows CLECs to design their own GUIs
for conducting M&R activities with Qwest

CGE&Y evaluated of the M&R process by monitoring and documenting the creation of
trouble tickets by the Pseudo-CLEC.

o099 Billing

Billing is the process whereby Qwest provides the CLECs with wholesale bills and usage
data, including records for services, features, network elements and functions that were
ordered and provisioned.
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Section 4.3.4 of the MTP and Section 3.8 of the TSD identified the focus for the validation
of the Pseudo-CLEC bills to verify that:

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

The bills accurately reflected what was ordered.
The bills provided accurate recurring, non-recurring, and usage-sensitive charges.
Rates were applied correctly for each product, service, or element.
Taxes and surcharges were assessed correctly.
Discounts and adjustments were performed correctly.
Prorated amounts were charged accurately according to the disconnect date.
Discomiects were processed and appeared accurately on the bill.
Daily Usage Files (DUF) were updated accurately.

4099 Performance Measures

The statistical evaluation of performance measurements calculated from data gathered
during the Functionality Test was designed to provide a statistically valid assessment of
Qwest's performance in providing service to the CLECs based on established performance
measures.

3

In accordance with Section 8.5.3 of the MTP and Section 7.3.4 of the TSD, the Functionality
Test Performance Measurement Test encompassed the following activities:

Collection of Qwest performance measurement raw data (adhoc data) for the Pseudo-
CLEC, Qwest, and aggregate CLECs.
Development of Functionality Test data captured by the Pseudo-CLEC.
Validation that data observed and captured by the Pseudo-CLEC is accurately reflected
in Qwest raw data files.
Independent calculation of all measurements indicated in Appendix C of the MTP for the
Pseudo-CLEC, aggregate CLECs, and Qwest retail using Qwest raw data and for the
Pseudo-CLEC using Functionality Test data collected by the Pseudo-CLEC according to
the statistical approach outlined in Section 9 of the TSD.
Declaration of parity/disparity or pass/faii for all performance measurement results
where sufficient data are available.
Comparison of computed performance results, Z statistics, and other calculations using
Qwest provided raw data to computed performance results, Z statistics, and other
calculations using Functionality Test data captured by the Pseudo-CLFC. Discrepancies
in the calculations were evaluated, documented and reported by CGE&Y.

Identification of problems or issues during the statistical evaluation of the Functionality
Test. These iSsues were entered on IWis and forwarded to the TAG for Qwest to
investigate, respond and take corrective action if necessary.
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2.1 Pre-Ordering

2.1.1 Introduction

Pre-ordering is the process by which CLECs query Qwest databases to verify or
obtain the information necessary to prepare and issue a valid LSR or ASR. Pre-
order test activities included monitoring the ability to access, and the
functionality provided by, Qwest's IMA-GUI and EDI systems while the
Pseudo-CLEC performed queries to obtain customer information as defined by
the test case. Testing provided the opportunity for assessment of the ability of
these systems to gather information for the various types of orders.

2.1.2 Scope

In accordance with Sections 4.2 and 4.3 of the MTP, and Section 3.7.4.1 of the
TSD, the scope of the pre~order test was to execute the following transactions:

> CSR queries that allow the CLEC to view an end-user's current service
record

> Address Verification queries that allow the CLEC to verify service address
information, as registered in Qwest's service areas

4
4

~.

1

.

> Reserve TN function that allows the CLEC to reserve one or more TNs» at a
verified address

> Service and Feature Availability queries that allow the CLEC to retrieve a
list of services and features available on Qwest's serving switch for the
verified service address and as allowed by the CLEC's interconnection
contract

> Appointment Scheduler functionality that allows the CLEC to view available
dates and appointment times for dispatch of field technicians

> Facility Availability queries that allow the CLEC to view whether facilities
are available at the verified address, whether dispatch is required for
connection of new lines and, if applicable, notification of possible held
orders

> Loop Qualification queries which provide characteristics of the loop (e.g.,
length, loading) for designed circuits

In addition, the pre~order test verified the appropriateness and timeliness of
reject messages as well as a successful connection to the pre-order system. The
pre-order test also included an evaluation of the integration quality of pre-order
and order data.
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Develop test scripts based on data from the test
scenarios in the MTP

J

Create a spreadsheet to document details associated
with each test script and expected results

/15

Develop test script forms and provide data
reqmrements using information from completed test
script spreadsheets

J

Collect names and addresses of Friendlies from the
End-User Team
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2.1.3 Process

CGE&Y used the test scenarios from Appendix A of the MTP to develop test
cases,14 which were then used to create test scripts (see Appendix H). The test
scripts incorporated both pre-order and order activities that would have been
received from incoming telephone calls from customers. The Pseudo-CLEC or
participating CLEC performed the pre-order queries to gather the data necessary
to prepare the LSRs. .

Pre-order activities included:

Monitoring pre-order transactions (e.g., address validation, CSR query)

• Monitoring and evaluating the overall performance of the IMA-GUI and
EDI systems

• Verifying the expected results against actual results to ensure the objectives
were attained

Validating the accuracy of the data entered by the Pseudo-CLEC when
actual results were different from expected results, and determining if a re-
submission was required

1
3

2.1.3.1 Pre-Ordering Entrance Criteria
The following entrance criteria in Section 3.7.4.3 of the TSD were met
prior to commencing the IMA-GUI pre-order test.

CGE&Y Entrance Criteria

14 CGE&Y Archive File: FT #3 - Test Case Matrix
ms Pre~order details are captured in the order test script.
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Populate Test Scripts with Frlendly's name,
addresses and other pertinent information about
products, features and listings used to generate the
test cases assigned to specific test scripts

J

Receive the number of iterations for each Test
Scenario from the Statistical Team

J

Receive the volume of test scripts to be executed
each day from the Statistical Team

Update Test Scripts with execution dates J

Provide test scripts to the Pseudo-CLEC J

Establish daily update reports transfers to the TA for
911 and OA/DA systems

J

Establish data flow to Qwest for table updates for
blocking directory panting and 911 fallout of pseudo
accounts

J

Develop test scripts based on data from the test
scenanlos in the MTP

Create a spreadsheet to document details associated
with each test script and expected results

J

Develop test script forms and provide data
requirements using information from completed test
script spreadsheets

J

Qwest Core Testing Team is available for internal
system queries

J

Names of the point of contacts and order entry
personnel at the Pseudo-CLEC Site

J

Name of the point of contact and support personnel at J

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

1

-g
8

Subject Matter Expert (SME) Entrance Criteria
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the participating CLEC locations

Access to Qwest's service ordering reference manuals J

Performance measures have been implemented J

Daily logs to document observations J

Qwest 911 IT SME for update data extracts J

Qwest 911 vendor SME for pseudo account
maintenance

J

Qwest operator services SME for blocking table
maintenance

M

Pseudo-CLEC has the ability to send and receive
transactions through Qwest gateways

J

Daily Schedule for all tasks to be performed on a
glven date

J

Validation that the Pseudo-CLEC is able to collect
data. This will be accomplished using transactions
performed during the "Readiness Certification"
process. During this process, the Pseudo-CLEC will
verify that the TA is able to access the Pseudo-CLEC
database to extract the elements required for analysis

J

Test data elements available in the databases J

The Performance Measurement Evaluation process
has been successfully passed for all relevant
Performance Measures. The TA will organize
Functionality Testing into a number of test phases by
mapping Test Cases/Scnpts to Performance Measures
that have successfully passed the process audit.
Testing can then begin for Test Cases/Scripts that
map only to Performance Measures that have passed

J

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Pseudo-CLEC Entrance Criteria
44
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the required audlts

Test quantities have been identified by the Statlstlcal
Team

J

Emall addresses have been established for 91 l and
OA/DA maintenance processes

J
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x

2.1.4 Results

CGE&Y identified Qwest system, process, and/or training issues that resulted in
the generation Of IWis. The summary of IWis can be found in Appendix B.

xTable 2. 1 .4a below shows the number of pre-order transactions and average
response times by month recorded during Nationality testing, separated
between IMA-EDI and IMA-GUI interfaces. This data is provided here for
informational purposes only and does not exclude outlying data points. Further
detail on Po-l is provided in Section 2.5.4.1 of this report. An evaluation of
PO-1 performance measures is provided in Section 4, Capacity Test, of this
report.

4
3

I
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Media Query Data
Jan
2001

Feb
2001

Mar
2001

Apr
2001

May
2001

Jun
2001

Jul
2081

Aug
2001

Grand
Total

Irv1A-
ED!

~s~

¢
*n

y

AAQ Count 42 39 8 29 99 58 275
*Avg 49.1 1,215 5 28.4 15.3 17.3 79.0 205.2

ASQ Count 43 39 6 42 111 67 308
Avg 1,881.5 160.1 12.7 17.4 19.8 18.7 296.8

AVQ Count 115 396 279 327 235 89 6 1447
Avq 430.5 18.1 15.8 17.6 38.8 53.9 21.0 55.9

CFAQ Count 48 4 69 15 136
Avg 18,4 16.0 15.7 18.8 17.0

CSRQ Count 57 281 278 263 134 33 1 11 1058
Avg 105.0 832.1 14.9 16.0 31 2 15.8 21.0 18.2 239.2

FAQ Count 75 124 19 75 124 32 449
Avq 25.7 21.7 19.7 19.0 24.3 40.0 23.8

SAQ Count 41 37 1 7 30 11 127
Avg 24.7 182 12.0 17.0 18 4 291 2 43.9

TNAQ Count 52 67 12 44 127 66 368
Avg 23.2 16.4 27.6 16.1 18.0 286 0 66.6

TNSQ Count 39 54 9 46 131 59 338
Avg 20.0 16.1 18.2 16.1 18.3 263.7 60.7

AAQ Count 1 37 42 21 91 65 257
Avg 3.0 2.7 2 7 2 7 3 5 :3 6 3 2

ASQ Count 1 34 35 14 44 15 143
Avg 1.0 1.3 1.6 1.5 2.4 1.9 1 .8

AVQ Count 41 472 698 424 415 315 17 2382
Avg 3.3 3.6 4 5 4.2 2.6 3.3 3.0 3.8

CFAQ Count 195 23 247 209 171 845
Avq 7.5 5.7 54 64 7 4 6.5

CSRQ Count 37 343 680 327 234 204 22 1847
Avg 3.6 5.0 3.6 4.5 2.9 5.5 5.3 4 2

CTQ Count 4 4 1 9
Avg 0.5 1 0 1.0 0.8

FAQ Count 1 81 52 35 111 22 302
Avg 17 0 10.4 19.9 9.5 17.2 17 4 15.0

RLDQ Count 10 3 13
Avg 2.8 3 3 2.9

SAQ Count 3 34 35 12 51 7 142
Avg 7.0 6,5 7.0 8.0 7.0 8.0 7.0

TNAQ Count t 28 49 5 65 44 192
Avg 5 0 5.3 3 5 1.6 2.2 3.0 3.2

TNSQ Count 1 22 43 5 61 41 173
Avg 3 0 2.0 2.4 0.8 0.7 1.0 1.4

DLRQ Count 2 1 3
Avg 4.0 3.0 3.7

A L, F
4

:i
» wLegend: r**re

\

•AA •Appointment Availability uh Design Layout Record uhI
Ase; •Appointment Selection uh AQ

r. Facility Address uh
»AV Address Validation Query DQ

V.:
Raw Loop veryI

CFA Connecting Faclhty Asslgnrnent Query SAY Service Avallabili • uh
•CSR •Customer Service Record uh •Telephone Number Assignment ue

•CT Cancellation Query TNSQ Telephone Number Select very
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Table  2 .1 .4216

ti
"3
3.
Y

Note: "Avg" = Average Response Time in Seconds

ms CGE&Y encountered 168 transactions that received no responses. These transactions are included in the raw data, but were excluded from the
calculations in this table.
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C65295264 2 1 FB

10/16/01 Order was used to validate
IW02117 for Address Validation by address.
PASSED

C65180435 I 1FB

10/16/01 Order was used to validate
IW02117 for Address Validation by address.

PASSED

C61300860 2 1 FR

10/I7/010rder was used ro validate
IW02l17 for Address Validation by address.
PASSED

C63979324 2 IF
10/16/01 Order was used to validate
IWO2l 17 for Address Validation by address.
PASSED

D63595504
N63595505

2 UHR

10/17/01 Order was used to validate
IW02117 for Address Validation by address.
PASSED

D63595739
N63595740

2 UHR
10/17/01 Order was used to validate
IW02117 for Address Validation by address.
PASSED

D63595757
N63595758

2 UHR

10/17/010rder was used to validate
IW02117 for Address Validation by address.
PASSED

C64264480 3 CZIXX
10/16/01 Order was used to validate
IW02117 for Address Validation by address,
PASSED

C64264479 5 CZIXX
10/16/01 Order was used to validate
IW02117 for Address Validation by address.
PASSED

C6426449l 10 CZIXX
10/17/01 Order was used to validate
IWO2 l 17 for Address Validation by address.
PASSED

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

The following observations were made during the pre-order testing:

It appeared that the address search criteria in IMA-GUI did not provide adequate
information for a Data Local Exchange Canter (DLEC) to validate an end user's
address for a loop qualification. (AZIWOZI 17) CGE&Y conducted a retest of
this IWO and determined that when a correct and complete address was entered,
address validation was successful. CGE&Y executed the following orders
during the retest effort to determine the accuracy of Address Validation
transactions for loop qualification:

1

.4
3

CGE&Y also engaged in the following activities to verify that the subject of this
IWO has been addressed:

Reviewed the MA User's Guide (Pre-order Process, Address Validation
located in Chapter 1, pages l thru 9) on the Qwest Wholesale website
and verified that current documentation is available, and that updates are
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posted as appropriate. CGE&Y determined that the MA User's Guide
provided Ar this site is very specific as to what information is required to
complete an address validation by street.

Observed that all address validations were successful when the full
address was used. When partial information was used, such as not
including the thoroughfare, the system provides a list of address ranges
and street names for the user to select. In the instance when the response
to address validation is " No Address found," the CLEC/DLEC needs to
provide more specific or complete address information. This procedure
must also be taken into consideration when experiencing a list of address
ranges from the inquiry.

Based on the positive results of the retest effort, CGE&Y is satisfied that the
subject of this IWO has been resolved. Therefore, AZIW02117 was closed.

During pre-order address validation using IMA-EDI, the Pseudo-CLEC
encountered an error message. Validation of the same address via the IMA-GUI
was successful. (AZIW01089) CGE&Y closed the IWO after determining that
an incorrect city code was entered.

During the pre-order address validation test it was determined that IMA-GUI did
not properly handle address ranges. The Pseudo-CLEC implemented a manual
work around to populate the apartment field on the order to complete the test.
(AZIWOIO47) CGE&Y closed the IWO after determining that the street name
was entered incorrectly.

The integration quality of pre-order and order data for IMA-GUI was found to
be sufficient. Fields are cached and are pre-populated on the LSR, or selected
by the user from a drop down menu. The following observations were noted:

If a CFA was retrieved, it was not pre-populated on the Loop Service (LS)
Form
NC/NCI codes are provided on the CSR query, but are not pre-populated on
the LSR form

It should be noted that these observations are not indicative of a lack of pre-
order/order integration. In fact, the CLEC may issue a pre-order query during
creation of an LSR to obtain CFA information. Also, the selection of an
appropriate NC/NCI code must be determined by the CLEC.

The integration quality of pre-order and order data for EDI was determined to be
dependent upon the level of development of the CLEC EDI interface.

A further analysis of the integration quality of pre-order and order data can be
found in Section 5.4.3 of this report.
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Pre-order data entry corresponds to test script data J

Pre-order responses match the expected results defined for each
test script

/17

Interface and system errors have been identified and testing
incidents have been handled in accordance with the Testing
Incidents Process (Appendix I)

J

A11 Test Scripts have been completed J

A11 daily logs have been completed J

All performance benchmarks and parity requirements have been
achieved in accordance with the Functionality Test Evaluation
section of this document [TSD]

\/
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F

Exit Criteria

The following exit criteria specified in Section 3.7.4.5 of the TSD were met
prior to completing the IMA-GUI pre-order test:

2.2 Ordering/Provisioning

Ordering is the process flat involves the creation, submission and acceptance of the
CLEC's LSRs or ASRs to Qwest's OSS interface.

Provisioning consists of the processes that Qwest uses to install the service or facility
ordered, or otherwise implement the CLEC order. It includes all associated
transmission, wiring, and equipment necessary to provide service to an end user.

2.2.1 Introduction
The Functionality Test for ordering and provisioning involved the transmission
of LSRs from the Pseudo-CLEC via IMA-GUI and EDI, including the receipt of
Qwest responses by the Pseudo-CLEC, and provisioning of the service by
Qwest.

2.2.2 Scope

As described in Section 3.7.5.1 of the TSD, the scope of the Functionality Test
for ordering and provisioning activities encompassed the following:

11 IWis were issued where expected results were not achieved
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> Testing of Qwest's interfaces and order entry systems to validate the ability
to receive LSRs via EDI, IMA-GUI and FAX as prescribed in the MTP

> Transmission of multiple order types by the Pseudo-CLEC to Qwest,
including new installation, conversion as specified, conversion as is, change,
suspend, restore, disconnect, cancellation (supp-to-cancel) orders and
911/DA database updates as required

> Qwest's transmission of Acknowledgements (EDI), Rejects, Jeopardy
Notifications, FOCs, and SOCs to the Pseudo-CLEC

> Validation that each order was provisioned as specified in the order

> Processing of flow-through and non flow-through orders (i.e., those accepted
by the SOP and those needing human intervention in order to create the
internal Qwest service orders)

> Periodic reports of daily test activity

Number of tests run to date by category "'

Number of orders passed to date by category

Number of orders failed to date by category

IWis recorded to date

Testing incident resolutions received to date (via PACs from
Qwest)

Retests performed on PACs to date

Passed retests and failed retests (orders still in progress were not
included on the reports, but were tracked)

For coordinated requests, determination if Qwest contacted the
Pseudo-CLEC at the appropriate times and provided the appropriate
information

2.2.3 Process

The Pseudo-CLEC created LSRs based on test scripts, using the results gathered
during the pre-ordering process. Section 3.7.5.4 of the TSD describes the
following major activities in the ordering process :

•

•

•

Monitoring the order entry
Tracking the progress of the orders
Validating that the services were provisioned
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These major activities are described below:

Monitoring

During the execution of the test scripts, CGE&Y had representatives on-site at
the Pseudo-CLEC Order Entry Desk location. CGE&Y observed order entry
methods, training effectiveness, and interactions between the Pseudo-CLEC and
Qwest and documented unexpected results in IWis.

If an LSR submission failed, the Pseudo-CLEC personnel compared the test
script to the details entered on the LSR to ensure that there were no input errors.
If the failure was due to input error, the Pseudo-CLEC re-entered the data
correctly. If the data were correctly entered but the LSR failed, the test script
was forwarded to CGE&Y for timber investigation. CGE&Y either

corrected and resubmitted the script,
cancelled the test case and replaced it with another test case of the same
scenario (test cases were only cancelled when an error occurred in
generation of the script or a Friendly withdrew their participation), or
issued an IWO when the failure could not be explained.

Tracking

Each test script was monitored by use of a tracing number assigned by
CGE&Y. The tracking number was used by the Pseudo~CLEC to report order
status to CGE&Y. CGE&Y used the tracking number to monitor the progress of
each test case throughout its lifecycle. The Pseudo-CLEC and the participating
DLEC provided CGE&Y with LSR, EDI Acknowledgement (ACK), FOC,
Reject and SOC information on a daily basis. CGE&Y retained the data and
provided statistics on the timeliness of Qwest order processing.

The TSD anticipated daily test status reports prepared from this information and
transmitted to the ACC, and subsequently to the TAG at the ACC's discretion.
However, to allow CGE&Y time to analyze the data received, the parties agreed
that a bi-weekly, two-week delayed, report be provided to the TAG CLECs.

When the test case involved a participating CLEC, CGE&Y monitored and
documented the Pseudo-CLEC LSR processing to Qwest, and sent the PRF (see
Section 3.2 of Appendix F) to die participating CLEC to notify it of the due
date.

Friendlies Service Validation

CGE&Y notified Friendlies of the scheduled due dates that service would be
provisioned at their locations. The Friendlies reported whether or not their
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Lpwp00l06s DMS100 UNE-P
1. Esm, 2. Esx, 3. Esc, 4,
NSS, 5. NSQ

1. CFW, 2. CWT, 3. WC,
4. ACB NOAMA, 5. AR
NOAMA 9

RESL04304S DMsl00 Resale
1. ESM, 2. ESX, 3. ESC, 4.
NSS, 5. NSQ, 6. PORXX

1. CFW, 2. CWT, 3. WC,
4. ACB NOAMA, 5. AR
NOAMA, 6. SDS AMSG

RESL04302S DMS100 Resale

1. ESM, 2. ESX, 3. ESC, 4.
NSS, 5. NSQ, 6. PORXX

1. CFW, 2. CWT, 3. WC,
4. ACB NOAMA, 5. AR
NOAMA, 6. SDS AMSG

Lpwp00t02s DMsl00 UNE-P
1. Esm, 2. Esx, 3. Esc, 4.
NSS, 5. NSQ

1. CFW, 2. CWT, 3. WC,
4. ACB NOAMA, 5. AR
NOAMA

DMS100 Resale
1. Esm, 2. Esx, 3. Esc, 4.
mss, 5. EsQ, 6. PORXX

1. CFW, 2.CWT, 3. WC,
4. ACB NOAMA, 5. AR
NOAMA, 6. SDS AMSG
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serv ices were insta l led on the due dates.  I f  serv ice was not  ava i lab le  on the due
date and

• no order jeopardy had been received, the Friendly would report to CGE&Y
when the service was installed.

a non-facilities jeopardy had been received, a supplemental order was issued
to establish a new due date and the customer was informed.

• an order completion had been received, a trouble ticket was opened and
recorded as an unplanned trouble.

Service Validation

The TSD anticipated achieving service validation by accessing Qwest's switch
and comparing feature/functionality via the IMA-GUI M&R Feature
Availability function. During functionality testing, CGE&Y achieved service
validation by having Friendlies use the features to test their operability. In
addition, CGE&Y retrieved and verified CSRs, and validated that the services
and features ordered were accurately reflected on the bill. Service validation
during functionality testing was achieved for test cases involving a participating
CLEC by having CGE&Y act as a representative of the Pseudo-CLEC.
CGE&Y coordinated all test and tum-up activity between Qwest and the
participating CLEC to ensure blindness, and recorded the results.

During retest, CGE&Y utilized the IMA-GUI M&R Feature Availability
function to access Qwest switches to ensure that what was ordered on the LSR
was provisioned in the switch. The following table lists the test cases that were
verified. All test cases verified were correctly translated in the respective Qwest
switches with the features specified on the LSR.

RESL04303S
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Lpwp0430ls DMsl00 Resale
1. ESM, 2. ESX, 3. Esc, 4.
NSS, 5. NSQ

1. cow, 2. cwT, 3. 3wc,
4. ACB NOAMA, 5. AR
NOAMA

RESL04305S DMSIOO UNE-P
1. ESM, 2. ESX, 3. Esc, 4.
NSS, 5.NSQ

1. CFW, 2. CWT, 3. WC,
4. ACB NOAMA, 5. AR
NOAMA

Lpwp00l07s DMsl00 UNE-P

l. ESM, 2. ESX, 3. ESC, 4.
NSS, 5. NSQ, 6. U5R, 7.
PORXX

1. CFW, 2. CWT, 3. 3wc,
4. ACB NOAMA, 5. AR
NOAMA, 6. mR, 7. eDs
AMSG

LPWP00104S DMS100 UNE-P
1. ESM, 2. ESX, 3. Esc, 4.
NSS, 5. NSQ

1. cow, 2. cwT, 3. 3wc,
4. ACB NOAMA, 5. AR
NOAMA

RESL04306S DMS100 Resale

1. PORXX, 2. ESM, 3
ESX, 4. ESC, 5. NSS, 6.
NSQ

1. SDS AMSG, 2. CFW, 3.
CWT, 4. 3wc, 5. ACB
NOAMA, 6. AR NOA1\/IA

Lpwp0010ls DMsl00 UNE-P
1. Esm, 2. Esx, 3. Esc, 4.
NSS, 5. NSQ

1. CFW, 2. CWT, 3. WC,
4. ACB NOAMA, 5. AR
NOAMA

Lpwp00l05s DMSIOO UNE-P
1. ESM, 2. ESX, 3. Esc, 4.
NSS, 5. NSQ

1. cow, 2. cwT, 3. 3wc,
4. ACB NOAMA, 5. AR
NOAMA

RESL04308S DMsl00 Resale

1. Esm, 2. Esx, 3. Esc, 4.
NSS, 5. NSQ, 6. NZW, 7.
AYK, 8. NNK

1. COW, 2. CWT, 3. 3wc,
4. ACB NOAMA, 5. AR
NOAMA, 6. SCWID, 7.
ACRJ, 8. CND NOAMA

Lpwp00l08s LESS UNE-P 1. ESX, 2. PORXX

1. ICWC1, 2. PORTED-IN
AMA n, NON COND
TRIG N

Lpwp00l09s LESS UNE-P

1. AYK, 2. Esc, 3. ESM, 4.
FINK, 5. EsQ, 6. mss, 7.
NSY

1. UcR=y, 2. /mwzwc,
3. /CFV, 4./LIRCNMP, 5.
ILAc1, 6. /LARI, 7.
SCRFRG
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Cooperative Loop Testing

The purpose of cooperative loop testing was to determine if each loop using the
participating CLEC facilities to the customer location was provisioned as
ordered, thus enabling end-to-end testing. All testing performed by the
participating CLEC was coordinated and monitored by CGE&Y, and the results
were documented for each order by CGE&Y (see Appendix G for example).

According to Section 3.6(a) of the TSD, CLECs that participated in the testing
effort by providing collocation facilities were also responsible for allowing
certain tests to be monitored by CGE&Y. CGE&Y, the Pseudo-CLEC, and a
participating CLEC agreed on the process for cooperative loop testing (see
Appendix F) during a series of conference calls.
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All Order and Provisioning Performance
Measurements have been tested and successfully
passed.

/18

Receive the number of iterations for each
Test Scenario from the Statistical Team

J

All pre-order entrance criteria have been met \/

Sufficient Pseudo-CLEC and Qwest resources
available to process the test scripts as scheduled
based on statistical volume projections

J

Friendly volunteers are available to begin testing J

Collocation assignments have been established at the

IA . A Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Cooperative loop testing was applied to the provisioning of new UNE-L,
conversions, UNE-P to UNE-L conversions, new UNE-L with LNP, and stand-
alone LNP test cases. Participating CLEC collocation cages at specific Qwest
locations were identified and provisioned.

In preparation for cooperative loop testing, CGE&Y acquired a list of
participating CLEC facilities and pre-provisioned TNs at collocation sites.
These facilities covered 13 different Qwest Central Office (CO) locations.

During the execution of the test scripts, the following additional CGE&Y
activities were performed, which were unique to cooperative loop testing:

Upon receipt of FOC sent PRF to the participating CLEC for switch
activation
Coordinated participating CLEC tum-up activities for coordinated hot cuts
(CHC)
Performed test calls before and after conversion involving LNP to verify
porting
Received PRF from participating CLEC to document test results

2.2.3.1 Order/Provisioning Entrance Criteria
Per Section 3.7.5.3 of the TSD, prior to commencing the Functionality
Test for order entry and provisioning, the following entrance criteria
were met:

Is See Performance Measurement evaluation in Section 2.5 of this report.
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CLEC demarcation points in Qwest and end offices J

Adequate procedures for monitoring Pseudo-CLEC
activities have been established

\/

Test scripts have been completed and are ready to be
delivered to the Pseudo-CLEC by the TA J

1

' s

UNE-Loop
Planned 140
Issued 244

Install UNE-Loop Single Business Line 12
Install UNE-Loop Multiple Business Lines 8
Convert Retail to UNE-Loop Single Business Line 58
Convert Retail to UnE-Loop Multiple Business
Lines 10

Change UNE-P to UnE-Loop Single Business
Line 51

Change UNE-P to UnE-Loop Multiple Business
Lines 4

Change CFA (Connecting Facility Assignment 12
Change Due Date 16
Cancel UNE-Loop Order 23
Disconnect UnE-Loop Single Line 19
Disconnect UnE-Loop Multiple Lines 31

2

Business POTS Install
(Resale)

Planned 140
Issued 206

Install Single Business Line 105
Install Multiple Business Lines 17
Disconnect Single Business Line 51
Disconnect Multiple Business Lines 33

3

Business POTS
Conversion
(Resale)

Planned 140
Issued 142

Convert Retail to Resale Single Business Line 98
Convert Retail to Resale Multiple Business lines 37

Migrate Retail to Resale 7

4
Private Lines
Planned 50
Issued 63

InstallPrivateLine 2

Convert Retail Private line to Resale 61

5 ISDN - ADSL
Planned 50
Issued 104

Install new ADSL-qualified UNE loop 3
Convert retail to ADSL-qualified UNE loop 7
Convert single line retail to DSL 22
Install new Resale ISDN 15
Convert Retail ISDN to Resale ISDN 40
Change features on Resale ISDN 8
Disconnect ADSL-qualified UNE-Loop 3

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

2.2.4 Results
CGE&Y identified Qwest system, process, and/or training issues resulting in
IWis that were generated in accordance with the process specified in Appendix
I of the TSD. The summary of IWis can be found in Appendix B of this report.

The following table displays the products tested and the number of orders issued
for each product cell to meet the sample size requirements specified in Section
9.2 of the TSD:

Version 2.0 58



I Disconnect ISDN 6

6
UNE-P Rural
Planned 140'
Issued 124

Convert Retail Single Business line to UNE-P 16
Convert Resale to UNE-P Single Business Line 14
Convert Resale to UNE-P Single Residence Line 35
Convert Retail to Resale Single Business Line 14
Convert Retail to Resale Single Residence Line 45

7
UNE-P Conversion

Planned 140
Issued 310

Convert Retail to UNE-P Single Business Line 26
Convert Retail to UNE-P Multiple Business lines 9
Convert Retail to UNE-P Single Residence Line 66
Convert Retail to UNE-P Multiple Residence
Lines 15

Convert Resale to UNE-P Single Business Line 32
Convert Resale to UNE-P Multiple Business lines 18
Convert Resale to UNE-P Single Residence Line 50
Convert Resale to UNE-P Multiple Residence
Lines 18

Change features on Resale UNE-P 12
Change PIC/LPIC 2
Change Directory Listjng 3
Outside Move 1
Disconnect UNE-P Single Line 46
Disconnect UNE-P Multiple Lines 12

8
UNE-P Install
Planned 140
Issued 140

Install UNE-P Single Line 127

install UNE-P Multiple Lines 13

9

Residential POTS Install
(Resale)

Planned 140
Issued 203

Install Single Residence Line 92
Install Multiple Residence Lines 36
Disconnect Single Residence Line 43
Disconnect Multiple Residence Lines 32

10

Residential POTS
Conversion (Resale)

Planned 140
issued 149

Convert Retail to Resale Single Residence Line 103

Convert Retail to Resale Multiple Residence
Lines 46

Other

Scenarios Outside the
Product Matrix

Planned 47
Issued 105

Convert! Retail CENTREX to Resale CENTREX 38
Disconnect Resale Centrex 4
Convert Retail PBX to Resale PBX 27
Add/Remove Feature(s) on Resale PBX 2
Disconnect Resale PBX 1

Change of Directory Listing 14
Install EEL 3
Suspend andRestore 6
Disconnect Retail and pop TN 10

Total Order Issued 1790

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

*Note for Cell 6: Deficiency in rural friendly addresses prevented the execution of
sufficient tests to meet the number planned.

The total test case population illustrated in the preceding table displays a likely
mix of products and order activity that would be generated by a sta1t-up CLEC.
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Conversion

16%
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Figure 2.2.4a presents the information from the preceding table, illustrating the
percentage of test cases executed for each product.

Figure 2.2.4a

Emerging Services Test Results

In early March 2001, the TAG initiated discussion on the testing of Qwest's
"Emerging Services" based on FCC comments. The TAG agreed that CGE&Y
should evaluate the services listed below. These services are not included in the
preceding table.

Enhanced Extended Loop (EEL)
Unbundled Dedicated Interoffice Transport (UDIT)
Unbundled Sub-Loop
Unbundled Dark Fiber (UDF)
Line Sharing
Line Splitting

This section of the report contains an evaluation of the procedures that CLECs
would use to order the Qwest Emerging Services listed above.
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168 Scenario 168: New connect of
one EEL, point-to-point
configuration.

CGE&Y was able to
successfully test this scenario.

169

c
_

Convert one retail DS- 1
private line to EEL point-to-
point cont] ration.

CGE&Y was unable to test this
scenario, as no existing Ds-l
service was available.

170 Install one DS-1 EEL to
existing EEL service.

CGE&Y was unable to test this
scenario, as no existing EEL
service was available at time of
the test.

171 New connect of one DS-0,
specify this is an EEL in the
comment section of the ASR.
(CFA required from the
multiplexed termination)

CGE&Y was unable to test this
scenario, as the Pseudo-CLEC
was not certified to issue ASRs.

WeI

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

CGE&Y accessed documentation and procedures at the Qwest Wholesale
Services website in order to perform this evaluation.

With the exception of the EEL product, and the pre-ordering stage of UDF, this
will only be an evaluation of Qwest's ordering documentation.

Enhanced Extended Loop (EEL)
During functionality testing a Qwest Emerging Service offering, EEL, was
tested. An EEL is a dedicated circuit originating at a CLEC collocation site
within a ILEC CO and terminating at an end user's location served by a different
ILEC CO but within the same Local Access Transport Area (LATA). The EEL
is a combination of loop and interoffice facilities and may also include
multiplexing and concentration capabilities. The intent of the product line is to
offer a CLEC the capability to provide local service to an end user without
collocation presence located in the serving wire center if the CLEC certifies that
the circuit is carrying a "significant amount of Local Exchange Traflfic."l9 An
EEL cannot be connected to a Qwest tariffed service.

•

&go

Appendix A of the MTP specifies that four different scenarios of EEL products
are to be tested. Following is a list of the EEL scenarios and their test results:

Process

CGE&Y obtained support for the testing of UNEs (DS-3) assignments in four
different Qwest serving COs from AT&T to perform this evaluation.

XI

The options for meeting that requirement can be found in the FCC's June 2. 2000 order in CC 96-98, FCC00-183. paragraph 22.
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During May 2001, CGE&Y attempted to process five EEL-P orders, using the
LSR process. All orders were rejected by Qwest. CGE&Y determined that
documentation contained on the Qwest Wholesale website provided limited
information pertaining to the ordering of EEL products. When the Pseudo-
CLEC contacted the Qwest Help Desk for assistance, conflicting responses were
received, including:

The EEL product must be ordered via an ASR.
The EEL product cannot be ordered.
The Resale Private Line (RPL) form is required to order an EEL.
The CLEC service manager must be contacted to order EELs.

CGE&Y contacted the Qwest service manager and was informed that an LSR
was to be used for EEL-P orders and to check the Qwest Wholesale website for
details. CGE&Y located and evaluated the "Statement of Generally Available
Terms (SGAT) and Conditions for Interconnection, Unbundled Network
Elements, and Resale of Telecommunications Services Provided by Qwest
Corporation in the State of Arizona," Fourth Revision, dated February 12, 2001.
CGE&Y determined that the SGAT provided information on service
availability, but did not include the necessary information describing the LSR
ordering process. The SGAT did not provide links to other Qwest Wholesale
websites for infonnation needed to order EEL service.

CGE&Y continued investigating the procedures for ordering EELS during the
retest effort. Prior to issuing EEL orders in retest, the Qwest Wholesale website
was accessed to determine if new information was available. CGE&Y found
that several new or revised documents were made available in August 2001. In
particular, the "Qwest Communications International Inc. Technical
Publication," Issue B, dated June 2001 and the "Qwest MA User's Guide,"
modified August 17, 2001 have detailed directions for issuing EEL via LSR in
IMA-GUI. There was also an online training course for EEL submission in
IMA-GUI that was dated August 3, 2001 .

Using the newly developed documentation, CGE&Y was able to successfully
issue an LSR for an EEL. CGE&Y representatives observed the process of
documentation retrieval and estimated that a total of 36 hours were spent
conducting research prior to issuance of any LSRs.

In October 2001, CGE&Y submitted two EEL~P orders to the Pseudo-CLEC for
LSR submission using the same collocation facilities. Both LSRs were rejected
due to an unavailable CFA. The remaining order for EEL-P service was
submitted to the Pseudo-CLEC. This LSR received a FOC and a SOC.
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RESLl68002 REsL168003 RESL168004

A60T0268031003 *0 l A60T0368021003 *01 A60T0468021024*01

N/A N/A N65860375
Rejected: CFA slot 49
in use need new slot #
for CFA

Rejected: CFA slot 49
in use. Need new slot #
for CFA,

Issued: N68560375 Due
Date 11/7. EEL Cption 3.
AN for account is
602c001540-175

3221208

10/03/01
4:07PM

3221075

10/03/01 3:55PM

3344496

10/24/01
12:42PM

N/A N/A 10/25/0]
9:36AM

10/25/01
12:50PM

10/15/01 12:05PM

10/15/01 1:33PM

10/01/01 7:41AM

11/01/01

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

CGE&Y was able to successfully process EEL orders during the retest phase of
the Functionality Test. The following table identifies the EEL orders issued
during the retest effort:

As indicated in the preceding table, one EEL order was successfully issued, the
other two EEL orders were rejected.

Findings

Documentation and Qwest personnel training on service request submission for
EEL service was not complete in May 2001. As of September 2001 the Qwest
website contained the information necessary to successfully submit an EEL
LSR. The Qwest website is not user friendly in making it easy to End this
information.

CGE&Y found that when the LSR is submitted correctly, the EEL-P service
offering is obtainable by a CLEC through the Qwest OSS.

•

*1*

Unbundled Dedicated Interoffice Transport (UDIT)
A UDIT is a network element consisting of a single transmission path between
Qwest end offices, serving wire centers or tandem switches in the same LATA
and state. A UDIT can also provide a path between one CLEC in one Qwest
wire center and a different CLEC in another Qwest wire center. These paths
may be Digital Service Level 0 (DS-0), DS-1, DS-3, Optical Carrier Level 3
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401176 C63879640 74/HFFU/402098//P
N/

PDV02/2/BLLVWAGU
BLLVWAGLHG2

10/09/01 I0/I9/Ol Yes

401177 C455910I3 74/HFFU/402090//P
N/

ALV06/2/BLLVWASI-U
BLLVWASHG5

10/08/01 10/10/01 No

401181 C55813557 74/HFFU/402088//P
N/

ALV03/2/RN A0 I/
R WAO lHG3

10/05/01 10/10/01 Yes

40il83 C6387959Z 74/HFFU/40209 I //P
N/

ALV07/2/STTLWAO l/
STTLWAO1HG7

10/09/01 10/10/01 No

I n Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

(OC-3) OC-12, OC-48, OC-192, and such higher capacities as evolve over time
and where faci l i ties are avai lable .

•
5 I

Individual products include UDIT, Extended UDIT (E-UDIT), Dangling UDIT
(D-UDIT), Split UDIT (S-UDIT), and Meet-Point UDIT (M-UDIT). Ancillary
UDIT products are also available, Le., Multiplexing, Unbundled Customer
Controlled Rearrangement Elements (UCCRE), Remote Node/Remote Port,
Regeneration, and Rearrangements. UDITs are limited to existing facilities
only.

Process

CGE&Y evaluated the following documents to determine if Qwest provides
sufficient information for a CLEC to order a UDIT:

`¢-

"Unbundled Dedicated Interoffice Transport (UDIT) Product Catalog
(PCAT)"
"Qwest Communications lntemational Inc. Technical Publication,
Unbundled Dedicated Interoffice Transport (UDIT)," # 77389, Issue F, dated
November 2001
"Statement of Generally Available Terms (SGAT) and Conditions for
Interconnection, Unbundled Network Elements, Ancillary Services and
Resale of Telecommunications Services Provided by Qwest Corporation in
the State of Arizona," Eighth Revision, dated October 25, 2001

The Qwest Technical Publication #77389 was reviewed to determine if a CLEC
could understand the technical parameters of the UDIT product. The UDIT
PCAT was evaluated to determine if it provided the CLEC with sufficient
information to order a UDIT. The SGAT was reviewed to the extent that it was
referenced in the PCAT.

CGE&Y also reviewed status logs for 5 UDIT DS-3s that WorldCom ordered in
October 2001. The circuits were designed from the Rhythms DSX jack to
WorldCom with a Qwest cross connection to the Rhythms collocation cage.

The table below identifies the DS-3s ordered by WorldCom.

4
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401184 C63879598 74/HFFU/402092//P
W

ALV04/2/STTLWA03/S
TTLWA03HG5

10/09/01. 10/26/01 Yes

9

) 1
is

:W ' I

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

*FOC was considered late if not received in two business days from issuance of
ASR
** Qwest's records indicate that this LSR received a FOC on 10/12/01 at 16:14
PM

Findings

"Qwest Communications International Inc. Technical Publication, Unbundled
Dedicated Interoffice Transport (UDlT)," # 77389, Issue F, dated November
2001 provides the CLEC with a description of the UDIT product. It also
provides the necessary information on UNEs and the Network Channel and
Network Channel Interface codes (NC/NCI) required for the different UDIT
types. This document is written in a clear and concise manner and gives a
CLEC an understanding of the different UDIT types.

Publication #77389 is not intended by Qwest to provide the CLEC with the
information needed to order UDIT.

The UDIT PCAT also explains the process for ordering UDITs. It provides a
description of each UDIT product. It also provides information on all aspects of
the UDIT process. The topics discussed in the PCAT include:

•

•

•

•

Product Description
Pricing
Features/Benefits
Implementation

The PCAT also provides information such as Qwest Contacts, Billing, Training
and FAQs.

A CLEC may order all UDIT types, except OC-192 using the ASR process by
specifying the unique NC/NCI codes. The NC/NCI codes are detailed in
Publication #77389. The ordering of OC-192 UDITS is accomplished by the
Special Request Process (SRP), which is described in either the PCAT or
Exhibit F of the Arizona SGAT.

While the PCAT refers the CLEC to the Access Service Ordering Guidelines
(ASOG) for detailed ordering instructions, it does provide a chart showing, by
UDIT product, which ASOG forms are required. "

The FCAT also identifies specific ordering requirements applicable to each
product type.
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WCOM
PON

QWEST
Order
Number

ASR
Issue
Date

FOC
received
Date

Reason FOC was Late

401176 C63879640 10/09/01 10/15/01 Qwest's records indicate that the FOC
was sent on 10/12/01 not 10/15/2001

401181 C55813557 10/05/01 10/10/01 Qwest's records indicate that the ASR
was issued on 10/08, not on 10/05.
Based on Qwest's records this FOC was
not late.

401184 C63879598 10/09/01 10/26/01 Qwest had to add Rhythms ACTL to
billing system.

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

CGE&Y concludes that Technical Publication 77389 and the UDIT PCAT
provides the CLEC with sufficient information to successfully order a UDIT.

As a result of the review CGE&Y made the following observations:

>
>

WorldCom and Rhythms records did not match on any of the five circuits
Rhythms and Qwest records did not match on the following three ordersl

PON 401177 (Rhythms to correct)
PON 401181 (Rhythms to correct)
PON 401183 (Rhythms to correct)

>
>

Once Rhythms corrected problem end to end testing was completed
Qwest issued late FOCs for two of the live ASRs (See table below)

>
>

>

WorldCom tested with Qwest and all five circuits tested OK
Qwest successfully escalated the installation for the one order that WorldCom
escalated (PON 401184)
CGE&Y issued two Data Requests (DR268 and DR-269) to determine why
the Rhythms ACTL was not in the Qwest database, the cause for the late
FOCs and the cause of the CFA mismatch between Qwest and Rhythms.

Qwest  responded to the Data Requests as f011ows:

-DR 268-

With regard to the CFA mismatch between Qwest and Rhythms, Qwest reported
that Qwest processed the order as received and did not change the CFA which
was on the ASR.

with regard to the ACTL not being established in billing system, Qwest stated
that, the ACTL was an existing ACTL associated with CCNA "MPL" only.
Before issuing the order, Qwest needed to have the ACTL added to the "MFZ"
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CCNA, so the order could be issued. Qwest sent an internal request to have this
work done. IABS wil l  not al low an order to go down stream if  the RPOI hasn't
been added to the RBAN. Qwest provisioning notif ied Bil l ing on 10/10/01, that
this needed to be done, which was completed on 10/25/01. The order was then
issued.

Qwest further stated that the customer should have had this built to the correct
CCNA when the ACTL was original ly  establ ished. If  so, this would not have
happened.

-DR 269-

with regard to the late FOCs, Qwest's records indicated that the FOC for
401176 was sent on 10/12/01 not 10/15/01 as WorldCom's records indicate.
However, the FOC was still late.

Qwest's records indicated that the ASR PON 401181 was issued on 10/08/01
not 10/05/01 as indicated by WorldCom. Since the FOC was issued on
10/10/01, this FOC was not late.

Conclusion

Based on the above review, CGE&Y concludes that Worldcom did successfully
order UDITS. Although the UDITS reviewed were for UDITS ordered in the
Washington State, as Qwest states in its response to DR-269, the same centers
handle UDIT orders for Washington and Arizona. None of the problems
associated with the ordering of these five UDITS were directly related to the fact
that it was the UDIT product that was being ordered.

• Unbundled Sub-Loop
This product is a combination of two existing Qwest products: Unbundled Sub-
Loops and Field Interconnection Points.

Qwest currently offers three Unbundled Sub-Loop product offerings in Arizona:

'> Unbundled Feeder Loop (UFL). the FL or Feeder portion of an unbundled
loop that originates at the Qwest CO and ends at the Feeder Distribution
Interface (FDI)

> Unbundled Distribution Loop (UDL), the F2 or distribution portion of an
unbundled loop from the FDI to the Network Interface Device (NID) on the
end-user premises

> Unbundled Intra-Building Cable (IBC), a Qwest-provided distribution
facility from a Multi-Tenant Environment (MTE) terminal, inside or
attached to a MTE building, to the demarcation point (typically the NID) at
the end-user premises inside the same building.
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Qwest also offers a Field Interconnection Point product, also known as Cross-
Connect Collocation. A Field Interconnection Point is a demarcation point
outside of the Qwest CO where CLEC facilities interconnect with Qwest
facilities. The Field Interconnection Point is located in the Feeder Distribution
Interface (FDI) /Serving Area Interface (SAI) or other technically feasible
location. The Field Interconnection Point provides a point of interconnection
away from the Qwest CO and provides access to the following Sub-Loop
elements:

> UFL
UDL

Process

CGE&Y evaluated the following documents to determine if Qwest provides
sufficient information for a CLEC to order an Unbundled Sub-Loop:

" . "Qwest Communications International Inc. Technical Publication,
Interconnection - Unbundled Sub-Loops and Field Interconnection," #
77405, Issue C, September 2001
Sub-Loop PCAT
Field Interconnection Point PCAT

The Qwest Technical Publication #77405 was reviewed to determine if a CLEC
could understand the technical parameters of the Interconnection - Unbundled
Sub Loops arid Field Interconnection Point product. The Sub-LoopPCAT was
evaluated to determine if it provided the CLEC with sufficient information to
order a Sub-Loop. The Field Connection Point PCAT was evaluated to
determine if it provided the CLEC with sufficient infonnation to order a Field
Connection Point to be used for Sub-Loop facility interconnection.

Findings

Interconnection - Unbundled Sub-Loops and Field Interconnection, (Technical
Publication # 77405, Issue C, September 2001) provides the CLEC with a
description of the Interconnection - Unbundled Sub-Loops and Field
Interconnection product. This document is written in a clear and concise
manner and provides an understanding of how and why this product would be
used by the CLEC. It also outlines the responsibilities of Qwest and the CLEC.
It provides information on the different configurations of Field Interconnection
Points using both CLEC and Qwest facilities. Publication # 77405 is not
intended by Qwest to provide the CLEC with the information needed to order
Unbundled Sub-Loops and Field Interconnection.
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CGE&Y determined that the ordering of Unbundled Sub-Loops and Field
Interconnection Points is a two-step procedure :

The CLEC submits an Field Interconnection Point Request Application
Order Form to the Collocation Project Management Center (CPMC) Order
Validation Team via emails
The CLEC submits an LSR for the Sub-Loop.

1) The Field Interconnection Point PCAT explains the process for ordering a
Field Interconnection Point for the use of interconnection of Sub-Loops with
themselves or with CLEC facilities. It also provides information on all aspects
of the establishment and prerequisites for the establishment of a Field
Interconnection Point. The topics discussed include:

>

>»

Product Description
Availability

> Terms and Conditions
9'  Pr icing
F Applicat ions
> Implementation

The PCAT also provides information such as Qwest Contacts, Billing, Training,
and FAQs.

The document explains in detail the ordering of Field Interconnection Points
including:

Submission of a completed FCP Request Application Order Form to the
Collocation Project Management Center (CPMC) Order Validation Team via
e-mail to rfsmet@qwest.com

F The feasibility study conducted by the CPMC to determine whether or not
the request can be satisfied

>* The feasibility report completed by the CPMC
> The Ready for Service (RFS) date provided by the CPMC
> The formal price quote is sent to the CLEC by the CPMC
> The Acceptance Phase for the CLEC
> Timelines for each item

YI -

2) The Sub-Loop PCAT explains the process for ordering Sub-Loops. It
provides a description of each Sub-Loop product. The topics discussed include:

> Product Description
> Pricing
'P Features/Benefits
P Applications
3> Implementation

Version 2.0
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The PCAT also provides information such as Qwest Contacts, Billing, Training,
and FAQs.

The PCAT also identifies specific ordering requirements applicable to each
product type and references the MA Referenced Guide for detailed information
on the ordering functions.

CGE&Y finds that the Qwest Wholesale website provides the necessary
information to order Unbundled Sub Loops and Field Interconnection if the
CLEC is experienced with the Outside Plant Configurations, Technical
Publication # 77405, the Sub-Loop PCAT, and the Field Connection Point
PCAT.

Unbundled Dark Fiber
UDF is a deployed, unlit pair of fiber optic cable or strands that connects two
points within Qwest's network. A UDF is a single, existing transmission path
that terminates on a Qwest Fiber Distribution Panel (FDP) or equivalent,
between two Qwest wire centers, between a west wire center and a CLEC wire
center, or between a Qwest wire center and an appropriate outside plant
structure or end-user premises.

•

Qwest offers UDF in the following configurations in Arizona:
4

> UDF Interoffice Facility (UDF-IOF) provides a deployed route between two
Qwest wire centers.
UDF-Loop provides a deployed route between a Qwest wire center and the
end-user premises, or a Qwest wire center and an approved outside plant
structure ((Controlled Environmental Vault (CEV), Hut, Remote Terminal
<RT>, etc.)).

> Extended UDF (E-UDF) provides a deployed route between a Qwest wire
center and the CLEC's wire center.

>>

Process

CGE&Y evaluated the following documents to determine if Qwest provides
sufficient information for a CLEC to order a UDF:

> "Qwest Communications International Inc. Technical Publication,
Unbundled Dark Fiber (UDF)," #77383, Issue G, dated December 2001
Unbundled Dark Fiber PCAT, last update October 29, 200 l
"Statement of Generally Available Terms (SGAT) and Conditions for
Interconnection, Unbundled Network Elements, Ancillary Services, and
Resale of Telecommunications Services Provided by Qwest Corporation in
the State of Arizona," Eighth Revision, dated October 25, 200 l
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X* Qwest Dark Fiber (UDF) - CLEC Ordering Job Aide (Interim Manual
Process), October 29th Edition

The Qwest Technical Publication #77383 was reviewed to determine if a CLEC
could understand the technical parameters of the UDF product. The UDF PCAT
was evaluated to determine if it provided the CLEC with sufficient information
to order a UDF. The SGAT reviewed to the extent that it was referenced in the
PCAT.

Findings

"Qwest Communications International Inc. Technical Publication, Unbundled
Dark Fiber (UDF)," #77383, Issue G, dated December 2001
provides the CLEC with a description of the UDF product, the fiber technical
parameters and related design responsibilities. It also outlines the
responsibilities of Qwest and the CLECs. This document is written in a clear
and concise manner and gives a CLEC an understanding of the different
configurations of UDF. Publication is not intended by Qwest to provide the
CLEC with the information needed to order UDF.

The ordering of UDF is a manual, two-stage process. Qwest's "The Unbundled
Dark Fiber (UDF) CLEC Ordering Job Aid Interim Manual Order Process"
describes these stages as the Inquiry Stage (Pre-Ordering) and the Provisioning
Stage (Ordering). This document provided a detailed explanation of the UDF
ordering process. It takes the CLEC step by step through the inquiry and
provisioning stages. It also refers user to websites, which provide additional
information to complete the process.

The PCAT also explains the process for ordering UDF. It is much more detailed
than the job aid. It provides information in all aspects of the UDF process. The
topics discussed in the PCAT include:

•

•

•

•

Product Description
Pricing
Features/Benefits
Implementation

The PCAT also provides information such as Qwest Contacts, Billing, Training,
FAQs, etc.

The UDF job aide, Technical Publication 77383 and the UDF PCAT provide the
a CLEC with the information necessary to order a UDF. In some cases the
CLEC will have to go to sources listed in the above documents to obtain specific
information. The PCAT refers the CLEC to the Systems General Information
web site to obtain information on the Fiber Data Reports. Since access to this
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report is an important step in the process, it is important that it be included in the
PCAT .

Documentation of this test case is found in file FT#11, Dark Fiber.

• Line Sharing
Line Sharing also known as Shared Loop, provides the CLEC with the
opportunity to offer end-users advanced data services over the existing copper
loop that provides the end-user's analog voice-grade (Plain Old Telephone
Service (POTS)) Service. This is accomplished by using the frequency range
above the voice band of the copper loop where Qwest provides voice service to
the end-user.
Prior to ordering the Line Sharing product, the CLEC is required to provide a
POTS splitter in the CLEC's collocation space in either the Qwest Wire Center
or in the Common Area Splitter Collocation in the Qwest Wire Center that
serves the end-user. The POTS splitter separates the voice and data traffic and
allows the copper loop to be used for simultaneous Data Local Exchange Canter
(DLEC) data transmission while Qwest provides the voice service to the end-
user.

elm.»

Additional information describing the POTS splitter configurations is available
at the Qwest Wholesale web page.

A CLEC may only order Line Sharing on lines where Qwest provides the voice
portion of service to the end-user. The CLEC is responsible for providing all
equipment required to separate voice and data service across the copper loop.

Process

CGE&Y evaluated the documentation provided on the Qwest Wholesale web-
site to determine if enough information was provided for a CLEC to order Line
Sharing. The following documents were located and evaluated:

:=»

Qwest Communications International Inc. Technical Publication,
Interconnection .. Shared Loop, (Technical Publication # 77406 Issue B,
June 200 l )
Line Sharing/Shared Loop PCAT, Last Update November 8,200 l
Statement of General Available Terms and Conditions for Interconnection,
Unbundled Network Elements, Ancillary Services, and Resale
Telecommunications Services Provided by Qwest Corporation in the State of
Arizona, eighth revision, October 25, 2001 (SGAT)

In particular, the Qwest Technical Publication 77406 was reviewed to determine
if a CLEC could understand the technical parameters of the Line Sharing
product. The Line Sharing PCAT was evaluated to determine if it provided the
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CLEC with sufficient information to order Line Sharing. The SGAT was
reviewed to the extent that it was referenced in the PCAT.

Findings

CGE&Y finds that information located on the dedicated Qwest Wholesale web-
site is sufficient for a CLEC to order the Line STiaring/Shared Loop. The
following is a high level outline of the information provided:

Product Description
Availability
Terms and Conditions
Product Diagram
Technical Publication
Pricing
Rates
Tariffs, Regulations & Policy

The Qwest Wholesale web-site also contained information on Pre-Requisites,
Pre-Ordering, Provisioning, Maintenance, Billing, Qwest contacts, MA Hands
On training, FAQs, and other useful information.

Each sub-category contained information that was supported by active web
links. As the information was reviewed, CGE&Y utilized the web links
provided. Each link reviewed was accurate and contained the information as
indicated on the information website.

The supporting Technical Publication is listed and also connected to an active
web link. This document is easily available and usable and the direction
provided covers the areas discussed at the web site.
The supporting technical references are contained in Technical Publication
77406 (June 2001), Chapter 2 with illustrations on page 2-3. CGE&Y finds that
the Qwest Technical Publication provides clear requirements and parameters for
Line Splitting that is a sub-heading for Shared Loop Service.

CGE&Y finds that the Qwest Wholesale web-site presents the product and the
various options, billing, maintenance and actual purpose of use in a clear
manner. The web site also contains active links to the Account Teams that
provide support for the particular products.

• Line Splitting
Line Splitting provides a CLEC with the opportunity to offer advanced data
service simultaneously with an existing Unbundled Network Elements Platform
(UNE-P) Plain Old Telephone Service (POTS) by using the frequency range
above the voice band on the copper loop. The advanced data service may be
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provided by the CLEC/Data Local Exchange Carrier (DLEC) or another service
provider chosen by the CLEC.
In this section of the document, CLEC will refer to the voice provider, and
DLEC to the advanced data service provider. Only one customer of record
determined by the CLEC/DLEC partnership, can be identified to Qwest. The
customer of record is the CLEC/DLEC that is billed for the Line Splitting. The
customer of record may designate an authorized agent to perform ordering
and/or maintenance and repair functions.

A POTS splitter is required to separate the voice and data traffic and allows the
copper loop to be used for simultaneous DLEC data transmission while the
CLEC provide the voice service to the end-user. The POTS splitter can be
located in the CLEC collocation space in the Qwest Wire Center or in the
Common Area Splitter Collocation M the Qwest Wire Center that serves the
end-user.
Line Splitting can only be ordered on existing UNE~P POTS accounts. Either
the CLEC or the DLEC is responsible for providing the end-user with all
equipment required to receive separate voice and data services across a copper
loop.

Process

CGE&Y evaluated the following documents to determine if Qwest provided
sufficient information for a CLEC to order Line Sharing:

>

>
>

Qwest Communications lntemational Inc. Technical Publication,
Interconnection - Shared Loop, (Technical Publication # 77406 Issue B,
June 2001)
Line Splitting PCAT, Last Update November 8, 2001
Statement of General Available Terms and Conditions for Interconnection,
Unbundled Network Elements, Ancillary Services, and Resale
Telecommunications Services Provided by Qwest Corporation in the State of
Arizona, eighth revision, October 25, 2001 (SGAT)

The Qwest Technical Publication 77406 was reviewed to detennine if a CLEC
could understand the technical parameters of the Line Sharing product. The
PCAT was evaluated to determine if it provided the CLEC with sufficient
information to order Line Splitting. The SGAT was reviewed to the extent that
it was referenced in the PCAT.

Findings

CGE&Y finds that the Qwest Wholesale website contains sufficient information
for a CLEC to order Line Splitting. The following is a high level outline of the
information provided:
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•

•

•

•

•

Product Description
Pricing
Features and Benefits
Ordering
Pre-Ordering
Line Splitting with Pop within Telephone #'s

The web-site also provides information such as Qwest Contacts, Billing,
Training, and FAQs.

Each sub-category contained information that was supported by active web
li1N<$. As the information was reviewed, CGE&Y utilized the web links
provided. Each link reviewed was accurate and did contain the information as
indicated on the information web site.

The supporting Technical Publication is listed and also connected to an active
web link. This document is easily available and usable and the direction
provided covers the areas discussed at the web site.
The supporting technical references are contained in Technical Publication
77406 (June 2001), Chapter 2 with illustrations on page 2-3. The Technical
Publication shows clear requirements and parameters for Line Splitting that is a
sub-heading for Shared Loop Service.

CGE&Y finds that the Qwest Wholesale website presents the product and the
various options, billing, maintenance and actual purpose fuse in a good,
clearly stated manner. The website is also supported with active links to the
account teams that provide support for the particular products.

.I
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The following observations were made during the ordering and provisioning of
Resale and UNE orders. Where appropriate, an IWO was created and tracked
through completion. A complete summary of IWis is provided in Appendix B.
In some cases, CGE&Y determined that retesting was required (see Appendix I
of the TSD). The results of retesting are contained with each observation as
appropriate :

During testing, CGE&Y experienced numerous instances of system tables in
Qwest OSS not being properly updated. This prevented the Pseudo-CLEC from
submitting orders. After several system table updates, Qwest implemented a
process for quality control. (AzIwol093, AZlWOl 129, AZIW02101 ,
AzIwol00l,  Azlwo10l7) CGE&Y conducted a retest of these IWis and
determined that the IWis could be closed as stated in those IWis..

CGE&Y encountered instances where orders were completed, but CGE&Y was
unable to process a subsequent change order until Qwest updated its reseller ID
tables. This frequently took three to five business days. (AZIW02060)
CGE&Y conducted retest of this IWO and submitted 1 l conversion orders to
determine the interval for the Reseller Identification (RSID) to be posted to the
CSR. CGE&Y established that 8 of ll CSRs (73%) were updated on the third
day after the SOC date. The remaining 3 CSRs (27%) were updated on the filth
day after the SOC date. CGE&Y found that the CSR information was correctly
updated on all ll CSRs within the established 3-5 business days which is the
normal interval to update POTS and subsequently closed this IWO. CGE&Y
also validated that Qwest published information on the wholesale website to
assist CLECs when a " Not authorized to retn'eve CSR" error was encountered.
CGE&Y also validated that error messages were implemented in MA,
decreasing the time a CLEC would spend on investigating the cause of errors
received when retrieving CSRs. Therefore, it has been demonstrated that
CLECs can process subsequent change orders when following the guidelines
provided by Qwest, prior to the RSID update to the CSR.

CGE&Y encountered numerous instances when orders were completed, but
Qwest did not provide a timely SOC. Of the 1,790 orders that received a SOC,
337 did not receive a SOC at the time of completion. Qwest has identified
multiple causes, and has implemented system changes. In addition, Qwest has
implemented daily review and monitoring processes that operate to provide LSR
completions notifications to CLECs. (AZIW01045) CGE&Y conducted resetest
of this IWO and determined that it could be closed as stated in that IWO.

¢

During testing it was determined that FOCs are used by Qwest for purposes
other than confirming the order. When a CLEC receives a FOC, they expect a
due date to be confirmed. If multiple FOCs are received changing the status of
the order (i.e., Due Date change, Jeopardy condition, Reject message), a CLEC
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must manually interpret the impact of this status change on the order processing.
CGE&Y created several  IWis addressing this i ssue :

AZIW01107: Involved 13 test cases that received an unsolicited FUC with
a due date change. CGE&Y determined that this was a Qwest training
opportunity. During retest 134 orders were executed to verify Qwest's
response to this issue. No additional occurrence of this issue was discovered
during testing. CGE&Y determined that this IWO should be closed based
on the results logged during the test effort.

AZIWOl114: One FOC rece ived with two dif ferent due dates.  CGE&Y
determined that this was due to human error and was a Qwest training
opportunity . During retest 171 orders were executed. Of the 171 orders, 135
desired due Dates were changed for various reasons. From the 135 due date
changes, 134 changes fol lowed the process documented in the "Firm Order
Confirmation Evaluation Results," dated August 6 , 2001, Version 1.0 . One
order did not fol low Qwest's standard process. The f irst version changed the
due date from 9/27/01 to 10/1/01 and was displayed in the order section. The
change was also noted in the comment f ie ld. A non-fatal  error was detected, a
notice was sent to the Pseudo-CLEC and a corrected LSR was resubmitted.
The next FOC notice displayed the due dat e as 9/27/01 instead of the new due
date of 10/1/01. The comment f ield on the second LSR did note the new due
date of 10/1/01. CGE&Y does not consider this one anomaly to be
representative of the process described in "Finn Order Confirmation
Evaluation Resul ts," dated August 6 , 2001, Version 1. CGE&Y determined
that this IWO should be closed based on the results logged during the test
effort.

AZIW02115: Four FOCs were identified (three after the SOC) where the
FOC communication was being used for miscellaneous comments that may
or may not require action by the CLEC. CGE'&Y determined that this was a
Qwest procedural issue. Qwest implemented a new procedure in September,
2001. CGE&Y conducted a retest to verify that the subject of this IWO has
been addressed. CGE&Y utilized the Qwest FOC/Jeopardies processes and
Error or Reject notification sections of the White Paper " Firm Order
Confinnation Evaluation Results," dated August 6,2001, as the guide during
the evaluation of this IWO. CGE&Y processed and analyzed 148 retest
accounts to verify the misuse of FOC. CGE&Y verified that FOCs were
received during the period of inception and prior to completion of the LSRs,
that FOCs were not received after SOCs, that sequence notifications were
received, and that procedures documented in the White Paper, "EOC
Evaluation Results," Section 3 were followed. The retest effort did not focus
on the evaluation of performance measurements (PIDs) but on the
functionality of responses to LSRs submitted and received. CGE&Y
determined that all FOCs were received during the period of order inception
and prior to order completions. No incidents were experienced of receiving
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D64143058 3183642 9/26/2001
4:16:00 PM

9/27/2001
7:47 AM

Y

D64228708 31879669 9/27/2001
11:22:00 AM

9/27/2001
5:33 PM

Y
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FOCs after SOCs, and no conditions of chatter FOCs were observed during
the retest effort. Standardization of Qwest process to e-mail  or cal l  the
Pseudo-CLEC on any action that may impact the CLEC at time of posting to
the bi l l ing systems was not experienced or recorded. Of the 148 test cases, 3
test cases deviated from theFt White Paper:

1. Qwest honored one test case in which the desired due date did not
fol low the Standard Interval  Guide (SIG) for the product. This is
contrary to their standard procedures as defined in Section 3.2 of the
FOC Whi te  Paper .  The  LSR was manual l y  handled.

2 . A test case  rece ived a 2nd FOC. This inc ident was analyzed against the
FOC White  Paper,  Section 3 .2  Processes.  I t  i s CGE&Y's
understanding that a Reject should have been issued instead of a POC,
since the analysis detennined that i t was an error detected by Qwest
after the FOC was issued.

3. A test case received a Reject for an unknown reason. A FOC following
the Reject was then received honoring the desired due date.

CGE&Y has determined that this IWO can be closed based on the results
logged during the retest effort.

AZIW02116: The Pseudo-CLEC received a FOC prior to the complete
editing of the LSR. Qwest implemented edits earlier in the process to improve
FOC reliability. CGE&Y conducted a retest to verify that the subject of this
IWO has been addressed. During the retest effort and the analysis of test
cases that received Rejects, the Pseudo-CLEC received one Reject after the
FOC. CGE&Y's finding shows that the Rejects generated could have been
prevented by the Pseudo-CLEC during the pre-ordering process. CGE&Y's
analysis of the Rejects received also shows that Qwest implementation of up-
front edits has improved the FOC process. CGE&Y has determined that this
IW() can be closed based on the results logged during die retest effort of this
IWO.

AZIW02069: An order was submitted via EDI and a FOC was not received.
CGE&Y determined that this was a Qwest training opportunity. CGE&Y
conducted a retest. and generated 31 LSR EDI orders to determine if FOCs
were not received by the Pseudo-CLEC. The following table provides the
results of the effort:
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D64221686 3187445 9/27/2001
10:30:00 AM

9/27/2001
4:03 PM

Y

D64183665 3187007 9/27/2001
9:50:00 AM

9/27/2001
11:50 PM

Y

D61295044 3190328 9/27/2001
2:50:00 PM

9/28/2001
9:27 AM

Y

N64396520
C54396519

3203977 10/01/01
11:31 AM

10/1/2001
2:58 PM

Y

C63229981 3243933 10/15/01
9:49 AM

10/15/2001
10:38 am

Y

CS3229981 3280981 10/15/2001
9:49:00 AM

10/15/2001
10:38 PM

Y

N64242683 3190645 9/27/01
3:28 pm

9/28/2001
12205 PM

y

C64145491
N84145492

3183694 9/26/2001
4:27:00 PM

9/27/2001
8:08 AM

Y

D64162601 3182493 9/26/2001
2:18:00 PM

9/27/2001
9:57 AM

Y

D64226352 3187356 9/27/2001
10:23:00 AM

9/27/2001
4:48 PM

Y

D64257342 3192540 9/28/2001
7:36:00 AM

9/28/2001
9:39 AM

Y

D64223915 3187993 9/27/2001
11:22:00 AM

9/27/2001
4:21 PM

Y

064244450
N63872296

3189698 9/27/2001
1:57:00 PM

9/28/2001
8:08 AM

Y

N64132889 3211364 10/02/2001
11:30 PM

10/2/2001
1:42 PM

Y

C00714548 3192986 9/28/2001
8:25:00 AM

10/1/2001
12:52 PM

Y

D64141621
N64141622

3182864 9/26/2001 9/27/2001
9:24 AM

Y

D63229978
N63229979

3183510 9/26/2001
3:55:00 PM

9/26/2001
3:56:00 PM

Y

D64158109
N63362018

3179185 9/26/2001
9:48:00 AM

9/27/2001
19:24:00 AM

Y

D64155124
N00714905

3178616 9/26/2001
9:01 :00 AM

9/27/2001
8:26 AM

y

D6452887S
N64530057

3213207 10/2/2001
1:58:00 PM

10/2/2001
3:17 PM

y

D64170219
N64174820

3183142 9/26/2001
3:09:00 PM

9/27/2001
11:48 PM

y

D64433825
N64433859

3196473 9/28/2001
2:03:00 PM

10/1/2001
4:46 PM

y

D63229382
N63229383

3180240 9/26/201
11 :15am

9/26/2001
11:16 PM

y

C63793224 3182811 9/26/2001
2:41:00 PM

9/27/2001
9:51 AM

y

C63721550 3179965 9/26/01
10:53:00 AM

9/26/2001
2:56PM

y

C63229997 3183570 9/26/2001 9/26/2001 y
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D63229369 3180186 9/26/2001
11.09.00 AM

9/26/2001
11 .10 AM

y

064127084 3183945 9/26/01
5.17 pm

9/26/01
5.31 PM

Y

D64158359 3186440 9/27/2001
9.04.00 AM

9/27/01
9.24 AM

Y
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Upon receiving FOCs for the 31 retest orders submitted via EDI,
CGE&Y closed AZIW02069. CGE&Y sees no evidence that this issue
is a recurring problem based on the retest effort results.

During the processing of orders to install new (additional) lines to retail
customer locations, CGE&Y observed four occurrences where the
customer's existing service was inoperable. For these out-of-service
conditions, CGE&Y followed section 2.5.17 of the TSD and instructed
the Pseudo-CLEC to open a trouble ticket for the customer. These
unplanned trouble reports are reflected in the M&R statistics
spreadsheet."

CGE&Y Post-Test Analvsis of Participating CLEC Loop Testing

CGE&Y conducted a review of the cooperative loop testing by using the
participating CLEC test results. The participating CLEC performed a MLT test
using Ham's test equipment on each loop and the pass or fail results were
provided to CGE&Y for review. ,

to CGE&Y Archive File: Fl' #7 - M&R Statistics Spreadsheet
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Figure 2.2.4b UNE-L RESULTS
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• UNE-L Testing

All testing for UNE-L test cases was performed by the participating CLEC.
The results were provided to CGE&Y for documentation.

4
-

Figure 2.2.4b illustrates results of loop testing for new UNE-L loops:

56 orders were issued
70 Loops were tested
56 Loops passed all tests
2 Loops failed and trouble tickets were created
12 Loops were cancelled for various reasons including, customer
(Friendly) error and "no loop facilities available."

• UNE-P to UNE-L Testing

All testing for conversion of UNE-P to UNE-L test cases was performed by
the participating CLEC. The results were provided to CGE&Y for
documentation.

Figure 2.2.40 illustrates the loop test results of UNE-P to UNE-L loops:

21 orders were issued
23 Loops were tested
15 Loops passed all tests
3 Loops failed and trouble tickets were created
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Figure 2.2.4c UNE-P TO UNE-L RESULTS
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5 Loops were cancel led due to various reasons including customer
(Friendly) error or "order cancel led by Qwest due to no RMKS
(Remarks) re lating Disc . new connects on issued LSR."

4
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Figure 2.2.4d UNE-L with LNP Results
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• UNE-L with LNP

The participating CLEC performed activation and testing of all UNE-L with
LNP at the time of the CHC. The UNE-L portion of the service was tested
according to the practice described above. Participating CLEC testing of the
ported number consisted of a test call to the TN being ported after the CHC
had been completed. The participating CLEC routed the ported number to
an internal intercept message to allow verification through the test call that
the porting was complete.

Figure 2.2.4d illustrates the results of loop testing for UNE-L with LNP:

13 orders were issued
21 Loops were tested
20 Loops passed all tests
0 Loops failed
1 Loop was cancelled due to a Reject received from Qwest stating
there were no loop facilities available
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Figure 2.2.4e LNP Only Results
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C LNP Only

The participating CLEC performed activation and testing of all LNP Only at
the time of the CHC. Participating CLEC testing of the ported number
consisted of a test call to the TN being ported after the CHC had been
completed. The participating CLEC routed the ported number to an internal
intercept message to allow verification through the test call that the porting
was complete.

Figure 2.2.4e illustrates the loop test results for LNP Only:

5 orders were issued
7 Loops were tested
5 Loops passed all tests
0 Loops failed
2 Loops were cancelled due to customer (Friendly) reasons
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The Pseudo-CLEC has successfully executed all test
scripts

J

The Pseudo-CLEC has provided the required data for
each test script to the TA

\/

Statistics were collected that reflect Qwest's
timeliness in processing of order, and the generation
of Acknowledgments (EDI), Rejects, FOCs, and
SOCs for Pseudo-CLEC LSRs and other provisioning
transactions. FOC timeliness for ASRs will also be
represented in the collected statistics.

21J

Statistics were collected that reflect the timeliness
and accuracy of Qwest's provisioning of requested
services

J

The TA validated that the orders were provisioned as
specified

J

The TA evaluated the results and concluded that all
tests are complete

J

A11 requirements designated by the MTP were
achieved and there are no additional outstanding
requirements

J

The TA has supplied to Qwest a list of all test
accounts that have active test circuits connected to
enable Qwest to purge its order, provisioning, and
billing systems of these test accounts as specified on
the exit checklist (Appendix L [TSD])

J

A11 outstanding incidents were closed in accordance
with the Testing Incidents Process (Appendix I

[T3D])

J

All performance benchmarks and parity requirements
have been achieved in accordance with the
Functionality Test Evaluation section of this

J

I

I
9
S I Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Prior to exiting the Functionality Test for order entry and provisioning, the
following exit criteria were met:

21 The Pseudo CLEC was not certified to issue ASRs during the Functionality Test.
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2.3 Maintenance and Repair

2.3.1 Introduction

The test approach for M&R involved the issuance of both planned (induced) and
unplanned trouble tickets. CGE&Y assessed the ability of the Pseudo-CLEC to
issue, track and close trouble tickets through Qwest's maintenance interfaces.

According to Section 3.7.6 of the TSD and Section 4.1 of the MTP, M&R is the
function whereby CLECs diagnose and troubleshoot customer-reported troubles,
report troubles, open trouble tickets, inquire on the status of trouble tickets, and
close trouble tickets. CLECs can perform M&R activities electronically, using
functionality provided to CLECs by Qwest via one of the available application
options, or via a telephone call to Qwest's Account Maintenance Service Center.
Section 3.7.6.1 of the TSD and Section 4.2.2 of the MTP limited functionality
testing to the two primary electronic interfaces available for CLEC M&R.
These are:

> Customer Electronic Maintenance & Repair (CEMR) - a proprietary
web-based GUI application designed by Qwest

> Electronic Bonding - Trouble Administration (EB-TA) - a gateway
interface with associated programming and business rules that allows
CLECs to design their own GUIs for conducting M&R activities with
Qwest.

CGE&Y produced test scripts for UNE-L, UNE-P, DSL, and Resale accounts.
A total of 87 test scripts were executed, 63 in CEMR and 24 in EB-TA. These
test cases evaluated the functionality of the M&R interfaces. The parity/disparity
evaluation was established from commercial CLEC aggregation data and is
addressed in Section 2.5 of this document.

2.3.2 Scope
Per Section 3.7.6.1 of the TSD and Section 4.3.5 of the MTP, the M&R
Functionality Test examined the following elements using both CEMR and EB-
TA:

A CLEC's ability to* initiate an MLT on a CLEC-owned line
A CLEC's ability to electronically generate and submit trouble tickets on
lines that were installed during functionality testing
Qwest's ability to receive CLEC trouble tickets and electronically close the
ticket back to the CLEC once the trouble was corrected
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A CLEC's ability to electronically obtain the status of a trouble ticket that
was opened through one of the tested interfaces

In addition the M&R test cases were evaluated for the following performance
criteria:

Qwest's ability to meet the commitment dates quoted during the trouble
ticket submission process. This was tested using both CEMR and EB-TA
The average amount of time it takes for Qwest to restore a line that is out of
service. This was tested using both CEMR and EB-TA

The M&R Functionality Test simulated CLEC M&R activity when service
affecting and non-service affecting conditions occurred. Trouble tickets were
issued against test lines established in the Functionality Test.

2.3.3 Process

To test the effectiveness of Qwest's trouble reporting systems, CGE&Y created
test scripts that simulated an end-user calling the CLEC to report a trouble
condition. During the testing, but prior to reports of line trouble, CGE&Y made
arrangements with a Qwest Single Point of Contact (SPOC) to artificially induce
service-affecting trouble conditions onto lines established during the
Functionality testing. These trouble inducements were performed during
testing, rather than before, to ensure that the troubles were not detected, and
subsequently repaired, through routine systems maintenance. Prior to the
execution of a particular test script, CGE&Y sent the contact person a list of
telephone numbers or circuit IDs and the types of troubles to be induced.

M&R test scripts, containing all of the information necessary for the successful
submission of a trouble report through one of the Qwest interfaces, were
delivered by CGE&Y to both the Pseudo-CLEC and the EB-TA participating
CLEC's repair center following the inducement of the trouble condition.

Approach

Prior to the initiation of any M&R tests, a number of lines established during the
Functionality Test were removed from the normal cycling of orders and
designated for use in M&R testing. This eliminated the possibility of the lines
being disconnected or otherwise altered during the time period in which the EB-
TA or CEMR testing occurred. Once the lines were isolated for use in M&R
testing, they were assigned unique M&R test-case tracking numbers.

The following general test procedures were followed during the testing:

To allow Qwest's line records to be fully updated prior to beginning testing,
CGE&Y ensured that all lines tested had been in service for at least Eve
business days prior to trouble inducement.
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To assure that the induced troubles would not be repaired through Qwest's
routine maintenance, test cases involving the induced troubles were tested
within approximately two weeks of the inducement.
In the event that circumstances prohibited the desired trouble from being
induced on a test line (e.g., a feature to be removed was not present on the
line), the Qwest SPOC informed CGE&Y of the affected line(s) and
provided an explanation of why trouble could not be induced. In these
cases, CGE&Y replaced the unusable line(s) with alternate choices.
Details of M&R test cases were recorded in an M&R statistics spreadsheet.22

CEMR Trouble Ticket Processing

Approximately 72 percent of the M&R test cases were performed using CEMR
because of the constant availability (via the Pseudo-CLEC) as compared with
the EB-TA application.

The test cases entered through CEMR were made up of two categories of
troubles:

> Planned (induced) - Pre-selected test accounts on which specific reportable
troubles were intentionally induced

> Unplanned .- Any trouble discovered on a test account during the course of
the functionality testing. Examples of these troubles include loss of dial tone
on the lines, and problems making long-distance calls from the lines
installed during testing

CEMR testing consisted of the following steps:

CGE&Y prepared M&R test cases using lines installed during functionality
testing.
CGE&Y issued test scripts to the Pseudo-CLEC containing all information
necessary to create a trouble ticket in CEMR.
For selected test cases, the Pseudo-CLEC initiated an MLT through CEMR
prior to issuing a trouble report.
After receiving the results of the MLT, the Pseudo-CLEC documented them,
and submitted the trouble ticket through CEMR.
The Pseudo-CLEC generated a CEMR trouble report simulating a legitimate
customer trouble, such as no dial tone.
Once the information was successfully received in the Loop Maintenance
Operations System (LMOS), CEMR returned a confirmation that the ticket
had been successfully submitted.
The Pseudo-CLEC documented the date and time of the initial report, and
the commitment date and time returned by Qwest.

CGE&Y Archive File: FT #7 - M&R Statistics Spreadsheet
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Pseudo-CLEC representatives were listed on the tickets as the contacts for
the Qwest technicians who worked the tickets. These representatives fielded
all calls from Qwest and answered questions related to the diagnosis and
resolution of the tickets. A separate telephone line at the Pseudo-CLEC
location was maintained as the contact number for use with M&R testing.
Once the CEMR ticket was closed, die Pseudo-CLEC recorded the actual
clearance date and time returned by Qwest's systems.

10. The Pseudo-CLEC returned the documentation for the completed trouble
ticket to CGE&Y.

EB-TA Trouble Ticket Processing

Prior to the start of testing, Qwest modified the participating CLEC's access to
EB-TA to allow them to enter trouble tickets on behalf of the Pseudo-CLEC.
CGE&Y and the participating CLEC defined a process for entering and tracking
trouble tickets that would not impact the participating CLEC's normal work
flows and internal performance metrics reporting. CGE&Y acted as the point of
contact to answer calls from Qwest's technicians. The CGE&Y/ participating
CLEC trouble ticket process developed for the test was as follows:

2.

To create a trouble ticket via EB-TA, a participating CLEC representative
created an internal "dummy" ticket called a trouble ticket request (TTR) to
provide the gateway to EB-TA. This ticket was exclusively internal to the
participating CLEC and was not reported as part of the M&R testing results.
The EB-TA ticket to be sent to Qwest was created via the "Create electronic
trouble ticket request (ETTR)" tab of the EB-TA system. Information
entered on this tab included such things as the TN, address, customer name,
trouble code and description, and contact information provided by CGE&Y.
The trouble ticket was then transmitted to Qwest by the participating CLEC
service representative through the ETTR ticket menu.
If the transmission was successful, a message containing the phrase "ticket
has been successiiully created" was received, if the transmission was
unsuccessful, a message was received explaining what information was
missing or why the ticket was not created.
The service representative printed the information from the TTR ticket that
captured all of the data transmitted through the gateway tO Qwest and
returned to the participating CLEC.
Upon successful creation of an EB-TA trouble ticket, the TTR ticket was
moved into a participating CLEC test queue and placed on a 30-day
customer time clock. This was done to keep participating CLEC
representatives not involved in the testing from working the tickets or
performing follow-up testing on the tickets. Placing the tickets in the test
queue also kept them out of the participating CLEC's internal reporting
processes. This step was internal to the participating CLEC and not reported
as part of the M&R testing.
The EB-TA application generated notes until the TTR was closed.
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Test cases using the data from the Test Scenarios in the MTP
were developed

J

A spreadsheet documenting the details associated with each test
script and the anticipated results was created.

J

Information directing the number of test cases and iterations for
each test case for each test case was received from the
Statistical Team.

J

A supply of 2-wire loops were created during the Functionality
testing and set aside for use in M&R testing.

J

The test script spreadsheet was populated with end-user names,
addresses and trouble conditions needed to generate specific
test scripts.

J

A test schedule was developed based on volume information
provided by the Statistical Team.

J

The test script spreadsheet was updated with execution dates
assigned to each test script.

J

Test accounts successihlly provisioned and activated. J

The TA, Qwest and the EB-TA participating CLEC
coordinated for the use of EB-TA to submit mechanized trouble
reports on selected accounts. This included a comparison of the
participating CLEC's EB-TA system to Qwest's system
specifications to determine what system modifications had to be

J

Q Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

8. Upon completion of the trouble ticket, Qwest sent notification that the
trouble was cleared, followed immediately by another notice stating that the
ticket was closed.

9. When the participating CLEC received Qwest's "closed" notice, the TTR
ticket information was printed one final time. This printout reflected every
transaction that occurred for the ticket, from inception until the date and time
Qwest closed the ticket.

10. The participating CLEC then cancelled the TTR, thus eliminating any
potential reporting issues created by the TTR. This was only internal to the
participating CLEC and did not affect the testing performed by CGE&Y.

Following Section 3.7.6.3 of the TSD, the following criteria were satisfied prior
to beginning the Functionality M&R testing:
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made in order to accept trouble tickets for Pseudo-CLEC
accounts through the participating CLEC EB-TA interface.

Necessary modifications were made by Qwest and participating
CLEC to allow trouble tickets for Pseudo-CLEC accounts to be
transmitted over participating CLEC's EB-TA interface.

J

A Daily Log Form was created to record observations
associated with M&R Testing.

Maintenance & Repair Performance Measurement process
evaluations were successfully passed.

J

Trouble conditions were appropriately simulated and induced. J

MNTR101603 C63229997

1) Pull CSR and check for
RSID
2) Issue trouble ticket in
CEMR
3) View ticket thru

Start time 10/16/01 10:14 AM
1) CSR available and RSID of
H08 Iwo210l PASSED
2) CEMR shows RSID ticket
issued PK IW02102

-

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

2.3.4 Results

CGE&Y identified Qwest system, process, and/or training issues that resulted in
the generation of IWis. The summary of IWis and their resolutions can be
found in Appendix B.

The results of the M&R Functionality Test are grouped by electronic access
method, i.e., CEMR and EB-TA.

2.3.4.1 CEMR Results
Of the 63 trouble tickets submitted via CEMR, 40 trouble tickets were
planned and 23 trouble tickets were unplanned troubles. Of the 23
unplanned troubles, 18 were identified by the customers and 5 were
identified during the UNE Loop testing phase. All but 7 were
successfully accepted. These 7 test cases were rejected by CEMR for a
variety of reasons:

> Qwest's database showed that the Pseudo-CLEC did not own
the line. (Azlwo210l) CGE&Y conducted a retest of this
IWO to verify that the subject of the IWO had been addressed.
The following table shows the accounts utilized to validate the
findings during the retest effort of generating trouble tickets in
CEMR:
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maintain trouble report
and check if correct 40
cancel ticket[

PASSED
3) Maintain Loop screen

shows t i ck et  OK.  Iwo2l03
P A S S E D
4) Ticket cancelled at 10:34
A M

MnTRlol604 C63595376

l)pul l  car and check for
resaler id 2) issue treble tot
in cemr 3) v iew t icket
thru maintain trouble
report and check if  correct
40 cancel tot

Stan t ime 10/16/01 9:55 AM
l) CSR available and has
R e s e l l e r  I D  of H 0 8  l w o2 l o l
P AS S E D 2) CEMR shows
Reseller ID tot issued O K
I w o2 l 0 2  P A S S E D  3 )
Maintain Loop screen shows
t i ck et  OK.  I W02103
PASSED4)t icket  cancel led at
l0: 10 A M

0061847 C635953 I 2

l)pul l  car and check for
resaler id 2) issue treble tot
in cemr 3) v iew t icket
thru maintain t rouble
report and check if  correct
40 cancel :kt

Stan time 10/16/01 10:22AM
l) CSR avai lable st i l l has
L I V E  s t a t u s  l w 0 2 l o l
P AS S E D 2 )  CE M R shows
Reseller ID tot issued OK
I w o2 l 0 2  P A S S E D  3 )
Maintain Loop screen shows
t icket  OK. I W 0 2 1 0 3
P AS S E D 4)ticket cancelled at
10:40 M M

M N T R I O 3  l C63721550

l )pul l  car and check for
resaler id 2) issue treble tot
in cemr 3) v iew t icket
thru maintain t rouble
report and check if  correct
40 cancel tot

Stan t ime 10/03/01 9:30 AM
l) CSR available st i l l  has
L I V E  s t a t u s  l w o 2 l o l
PASSED 2) CEMR shows
Reseller ID tot issued OK
I W 0 2 1 0 2 P A S S E D  3 )
Maintain Loop screen shows
t i ck et  OK.  l W02103
PASSED4)ticket cancelled at
4:00 P M

MnTRl00l C63678236

l)pul l  car and check for
resaler id 2) issue treble tot
in cemr 3) v iew t icket
thru maintain t rouble
report and check if  correct
40 cancel tot

S t an time 10/02/01 3:48 PM
1) CSR has Reseller Id of H08
I w o2 1 0 l  P A S S E D  2 )  C E M R
shows Reseller ID tot issued
O K  I w o 2 l 0 2  P A S S E D  3 )
Maintain Loop screen shows
ticket O K .  l w o 2 l 0 3
P AS S E D 4)ticket cancelled at
3:55 P M

M N T R 1 0 3 4 N6322900l

l )pul l  car and check for
resaler id 2) issue treble tot
in cemr 3) v iew t icket
thru maintain t rouble
report and check if  correct
40 cancel tot

Stan t ime 10/03/01 9:30 AM
l) CsRlh8s Resel ler Id o f H 0 8
I w o 2 l o l  P A S S E D  2 )  C E M R
shows Reseller ID tot issued
O K  I w o 2 l 0 2  P A S S E D  3 )
Maintain Loop screen shows
t icket  OK. I W 0 2 1 0 3
PASSED4)ticket cancelled oz
12:24 PM

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test
D
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MNTR1032 N00714905

l)pull car and check for
resaler id 2) issue treble tot
in cemr 3) view ticket
thru maintain trouble
report and check if correct
40 cancel tot

Start time 10/03/01 09:05 AM
1) CSR has Reseller Id ofH08
Iwo2l01 PASSED 2) CEMR
shows Reseller ID tot issued
OK IW02102 PASSED 3)
Maintain Loop screen shows
ticket OK. IW02103
PASSED 4)ticket cancelled
at 10:34 AM

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

In addition, CGE&Y performed a review of each CSR prior to issuing
repair tickets in CEMR. In all cases the accounts either had a status of
LIVE or the RSID had already been posted to "I-I08," which is the
RSID of the Pseudo-CLEC. In none of these cases did CGE&Y
experience a blank on the RSID field of the CSR.

CGE&Y did further CSR reviews during the investigation performed
for IW02060. In none of the cases reviewed did CGE&Y experience
the RSID field to be blank.

As a result of this retest CGE&Y closed AZIW02101.

> Two tickets not present by CEMR on the Maintain Trouble report
screen. (AZIVVO2102) CGE&Y conducted a retest of this IWO and
issued seven trouble tickets which involved the reanalysis of
CEMR M&R ticket data and included the following activities:

Validation that the CEMR release notes were posted in the
Qwest website
Verification that software fixes were completed through the
execution and results of the retest cases
Monitoring the issuance of repair tickets by the Pseudo-CLEC
in CEMR. After the repair ticket was issued the Maintain
Trouble Report screen was accessed to determine the repair
ticket issued did exist in the system and that it could be viewed
via Maintain Trouble Report screen. In all cases the Maintain
Trouble Report screen showed the existence of the trouble
tickets already entered
Monitoring the cancellation of the repair ticket by the Pseudo-
CLEC in CEMR
Verification of the cancellation via the Maintain Trouble Report
screen where it was also noted that the tickets cancelled on the
previous day still showed the status of "Cancelled" as
described in Qwest's response
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MNTR101603 C63229997 IFS

Start time 10/16/0] 10:14 AM 1) CSR
available and Reseller Id of H08 2) CEMR
shows Reseller ID tot issued OK 3)
Maintain Loop screen shows ticket OK.
4)ticket cancelled at 10:34 AM 5) 10/30/01
Maintain Loop screen does not show ticket
OK IW02103 PASSED

MNTR101604 C63595376 IF

Start time 10/16/01 9:55 AM 1) CSR
available and has Reseller ID of H08 2)
CEMR shows Reseller ID tot issued OK 3)
Maintain Loop screen shows ticket OK.
4)ticket cancelled at 10:10 AM. 5) 10/30/01
Maintain Loop screen does not show ticket
OK IW02103 PASSED

0061847 C63595312 1 FB

Start time 10/16/01 10:22AM 1) CSR
available still has LIVE status 2) CEMR
shows Reseller ID tot issued OK 3) Maintain
Loop screen shows ticket OK. 4)ticket
cancelled at 10:40 AM 5) 10/30/01 Maintain
Loop screen does not show ticket OK
IW02103 PASSED

MNTR1031 C63721550 IFS

Start time 10/03/01 9:30 AM 1) CSR
available still has LIVE status 2) CEMR
shows Reseller l b tact issued OK 3)
Maintain Loop screen shows ticket OK.
4)ticket cancelled at 4:00 PM 5) 10/16/01
Maintain Loop screen does not show ticket
OK IW02103 PASSED

MNTRIOOI C63678236 IF

Start time 10/02/01 3:48 PM 1) CSR has
Reseller Id of H08 2) CEMR shows Reseller
ID tot issued OK 3) Maintain Loop screen
shows ticket OK. 4)ticket cancelled at 3:55
PM 5) 10/16/01 Maintain Loop screen does
not show ticket OK IW02103 PASSED

MNTR1034
N63229001

UHR

Start time 10/03/01 9:30 AM 1) CSR has
Reseller Id ofH08 2) CEMR shows Reseller
ID tot issued OK 3) Maintain Loop screen
shows ticket OK. 4)ticket cancelled at 12:24
PM 5) 10/16/01 Maintain Loop screen does
not show ticket OK IW02103 PASSED

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

CGE&Y has determined that this IWO can be closed based on the
results logged during the retest effort.

> One ticket appeared comrpted on the Maintain Trouble  report
screen. (AZIW02103) CGE&Y conducted a retest of  this IWO and
issued seven trouble tickets. CGE&Y determined that in al l  cases
the Maintain Trouble report screen could be accessed and al l  data
appeared to be accurate . The fol lowing table provides the results of
this retest effort:
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MnTRl032 N00714905 UHR

Start time 10/03/01 09:05 AM 1) CSR has
Reseller Id of H08 2) CEMR shows Reseller
ID tot issued OK 3) Maintain Loop screen
shows ticket OK, 4)ticket cancelled at 10:34
AM 5) 10/16/01 Maintain Loop screen does
not show ticket OK IW02103 PASSED

Trouble tickets were created via both CEMR and EB-
TA

J

MLTs were successfully conducted on test lines

Trouble ticket statuses via both CEMR and EB-TA
were requested and received, and statuses and results

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

While attempting to execute the MLT process outlined in Section
10.4 of the CEMR User Guide, CGE&Y observed that the function
was unavailable for three test TNs. Qwest updated the system
database to allow Pseudo-CLEC access. (AZIW02098) During
the retest effort no problems were encountered while executing the
MLT function.

Overall, CGE&Y found that it was able to Create, Modify, Status, and
Close a trouble ticket. In addition, CGE&Y was able to successfully
execute the MLT tool on the trouble tickets in the test.

MLTs were successfully performed on selected test lines. Additionally,
the functionality for electronically requesting the status of an open
trouble ticket was successfully tested.

2.3.4.2 EB-TA Results
Twenty-four planned trouble tickets were successfully submitted to
Qwest via EB-TA. Of these, all but one met or bettered the
commitment date provided by Qwest for clearing the trouble. MLTs
were conducted on each line, and line trouble histories were
successfully retrieved for selected test cases.

Additionally, the functionality for electronically requesting the status of
an open trouble ticket was successfully tested for all trouble tickets.

The following exit criteria, found in Section 3.7.6.6 of the TSD, were
met prior to closing the M&R Functionality Test:
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documented on the Daily Log J

Trouble ticket closure notifications, including
disposition and cause codes, were received

J

Emergency notification for network events (e.g. switch
failures) were received

J

All Trouble/Malntenance test scripts were executed and
passed

J

Customer trouble histories were successfully retrieved J

Performance benchmarks and parity requirements in
accordance with the Functionality portion of the MTP
were achieved

/23

All Incident Work Orders were properly addressed and
successfully re-tested with passing results in
accordance with the Testing Incidents Process

/24

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

2.4 Billing
According to Section 4.3.4 of the MTP, the primary focus of die Billing Functionality
Test was to validate the ability of Qwest billing systems to receive input in a timely
manner and to process the bills accurately. This test provided data to evaluate Qwest's
ability to provide accurate, timely, and complete usage data and billing records to
CLECs for the services, features, network items, and Mnctions that were ordered and
provisioned. This test also verified the correct application of documented recurring,
non-recurring, usage-sensitive, and miscellaneous charges.

2.4.1 Introduction

The billing process is the means by which Qwest provides CLECs with
wholesale bills, usage data and records for the services, network elements (e.g.,
loop) and features that are ordered and provisioned. The account changes were
passed to the billing system when the order was completed and the order status
was changed to SOC. The bills used in this test were produced from the Qwest
Customer Record Information System (CRIS). Qwest provided DailyUsage
Files (DUFs) containing both Pseudo-CLEC usage and access records.
In accordance with Section 3.8 of the TSD, the Billing Functionality Test
involved review and analysis of the following:

Hz This criterion has been met because benchmarks and parity requirements have been established for the Functionality Test evaluation.
21 Retest of open M&R IWis is in progress.
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Hard copies of the Resale, UNE-P and UNE-L bills
Electronic copies of the bills (EDI format)
Electronic copies of the Daily Usage Files (DUF)

For this document the following terms will be used:

Recurring charges: charges that repeat each period (standard monthly
charges)
Non-recuning charges: charges that should not repeat (e.g., installation,
service order charge, set-up charge, prorated amounts)
DUF: Rated and unrated call detail records, including access records, if
applicable, provided by Qwest for calls originating or terminating through its
network from or to a CLEC's end user
Master account: BAN under which all other accounts are billed
Sub account: individual accounts (end-user level) included in master
accounts

2.4.2 Scope

According to Section 3.8 of the TSD and Section 4.3.4 of the MTP, the test
determined whether Qwest provides the CLECs with accurate and timely
wholesale bills and usage data, including records for services, features, network
elements and iimctions that were ordered and provisioned.

Section 4.3.4 of the MTP and Section 3.8 of the TSD identified the focus for the
validation of the bills produced for the test to be verification of the following:

•

•

•

•

•

•

The bill accurately reflected what was ordered.
The bills provided accurate recurring, non-recurring, and usage-sensitive
charges.
Rates were applied correctly for each product, service, or element.
Taxes and surcharges were assessed correctly.
Discounts and adjustments were performed correctly.
Prorated amounts were charged accurately according to the disconnect date.
Disconnects were processed and appeared accurately on the bill.
DUF were accurate. Data contained in the DUF were compared to
Friendlies' call logs and Qwest bills during the Functionality Test.

The MTP specified the creation of both Integrated Access Billing System (IABS)
and CRIS bills for validation in this test. Product types billed from IABS are
Collocation, Resale Frame Relay, Local Interconnection Service (LIS),
Interconnect Port-Local Service, Unbundled Dedicated Interoffice Transport
(UDIT), DS1 Message Trunk Ports, and E91 l (facility based CLECs only).
CGE&Y focused primarily on CRIS bills in the billing portion of the
Functionality Test because product types billed through IABS were not tested.
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2.4.3

As noted in Section 3.8.3 of the TSD, the approach for the bill validation was:

Process

Qwest assigned the Pseudo-CLEC at least one monthly bill cycle for issuing
bills.
Qwest provided the bills to the Pseudo-CLEC in two fonnats, electronic and
hard copy. The electronic bills were available for CGE&Y to access within
24 hours of receipt by the Pseudo-CLEC, the hard copy bills were forwarded
to CGE&Y within 72 hours of receipt by the Pseudo-CLEC.
The bills were analyzed to verify that they were correct and accurate. DUF
(both access and account) records were provided to the Pseudo-CLEC and
CGE&Y was able to view those files.
DUF in the standard EMI format were sent to the Pseudo-CLEC daily.
Upon receipt of the DUF, the Pseudo-CLEC converted the files to an Excel
spreadsheet and forwarded them to CGE&Y for analysis.
The data contained in the DUF was used to verify that the billed usage was
accurate and correctly rated on the invoice. The DUF contained information
for both Resale and UNE-P accounts. Since the DUF that included access
records for the Psuedo-CLEC were not available during the Functionality
Test period, CGE&Y conducted a separate review of these records. (See also
Section 2.4.5.) Call record types, call record dates, and call duration were
validated to the invoices for Resale accounts. Access Records for UNE-P
accounts were reported on the bill at the summary level according to the
Pseudo-CLEC ICA and could not be validated at the call level.
The Pseudo-CLEC received bills from Qwest on a monthly basis, by
product. These monthly bills have staggered end dates and are referred to as
bill cycles. The Pseudo-CLEC was assigned to the following bill cycles:

•

•

•

Resale Bills 25"' of each month
UNE-L bills 25th of each month
UNE-P bills 19"' of each month

Upon receipt of the electronic and hard copy bills Hom Qwest, the Pseudo-
CLEC forwarded them to CGE&Y.
Rated usage included in the bills from the DUF was validated for a
minimum of two months between January 2001 and June 2001.
Friendlies' usage was captured daily at the Qwest switches and reported on
the DUF.

End-User Testing

As described in Section 4.6 of the MTP for End Users the following procedure
was used. CGE&Y instructed Friendlies to perform, and record, on Call Detail
Logs (see Appendix C) certain activities that resulted in the generation of usage
records. These logs were sent to CGE&Y for validation that the calls were
charged to the account as expected. CGE&Y validated that the calls on the End-
User Call Detail Logs were included in the appropriate DUF and invoice.
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Billing Inquiry Process

As described in Section 2.2 of the MTP, Qwest provided SMES to assist
CGE&Y during test definition, root cause analysis and other tasks requiring in-
depth knowledge of, and experience with, Qwest's OSS and associated methods
and procedures.

CGE&Y documented issues that were sent to Qwest in the form of Data
Requests (DRs). These requests were sent to the identified Qwest representative
via e-mail. The Qwest SMEs researched therequests and reported the findings
back to CGE&Y using DR responses. The Qwest response was returned to
CGE&Y via e-mail with the answer included and the original request. Any DRs
that required Qwest system or process changes and/or improvements, and that
were open as of September l, 2001, resulted in the issuing of IWOsrhat were
referred to Qwest for resolution.

Bill Validation

8
3

\

The validation activities focused on the review of the electronic and hard copy
output of the billing system as well as the DUF provided to the Pseudo~CLEC.
CGE&Y validated the test results in a controlled manner pursuant to the
procedures specified in Section 3.8.3 of the TSD.

When the hard copy of bills was received, CGE&Y

\

\..

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)

perfonned a visual inspection of the bills,
compared the CSR to the LSR for accounts with order activity,
Validated the SOC date to the bill date,
validated products, services, and features, and .
validated the current month's bill against the previous month's bills.

The following activities were. insided in the invoice validation:

Validation of master account information, eg., name, address
Validation of sub-account information, e.g., name and association with
correct master account ,
Validation of date ranges for billing activity
Validation of carried forward balances
Validation of the rates as provided in the ICA for the Pseudo-CLEC .
Validation of Pseudo-CLEC discounted amounts against the rates/discounts
identified in the Pseudo-CLEC ICA. For the purposes of billing, the
discount was factored in and part of the actual charge displayed on the
invoice
Comparison of charges against the ICA to verify fees and surcharges
Validation of DUF for:
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4
4

continuous invoice sequence numbers
absence of duplicate records
accuracy of cal l  type
accuracy of the Indicator 4 value designating usage for a Resale or
UNE-P l ine
accuracy of cal l  date and start and end times
accuracy of INC identif ication

a

Comparison of DUF records to bi l led usage
Validation of usage records to determine that the usage appeared on the
correct account, the correct bil l  month,'within the bil l  period and that the
calculations were correct. On UNE-P accounts the usage for al l  applicable
call  records from the DUF was totaled by subaccount on the monthly bil l .
For UNE-P accounts the total usage charge on the invoice was checked
against the DUF. The usage for Resale accounts was val idated in much the
same way as UNE-P except that forth Resale  accounts indiv idual  cal l
records were on the invoice
Validation of End-User Call Detail Log to the DUF for billing .
Validation of UNE End¢User Call Detail Logs to access records on the DUF

The sections that follow describe the elements that were included in the
val idation of the bi l ls. Observations and f indings are detai led in Section 2.4.4 of
this report.

Existing Accounts

For the purpose of this test, "existing account" refers to an ac.count with no
service order activity during the period. CGE&Y validated these accounts by
comparing the current month's bi l l  against the previous month's bi l l  to
determine that the account balance was correct and that the account information
had not changed.

Service Activations

For the purpose of this test, "service activations" refers to new accounts or
additions of features or services to existing accounts. CGE&Y validated that

1) features on the bi l l  matched those requested on the LSR,
2) service  orders completed within the bi l l ing period,
3) prorated amounts were correctly  appl ied, and
4) appropriate  recurring and non-recurring charges were appl ied.
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Service Disconnects

For the purpose of this test, "service disconnects" refers to the disconnection of
products or services, or the total disconnection of an account. Service
disconnects were reviewed to verify the following:

DisconnectS were processed
Service orders completed within the billing period
Prorated amounts were correctly applied

J

If a service disconnect occurred in the same billing period as the service
activation, CGE&Y validated that the appropriate charges were applied for the
activation as well as the correct credit applied for the disconnect. Also, for one
month following the disconnect, CGE&Y further verified that the disconnected
service, feature, or account did not appear in the bill cycle. Account and balance
information was also checked.

Bill Accuracy
. 1
8

The bills produced were from the CRIS billing system which supported the
billing for UNE-P, UNE-L, and Resale. CGE&Y reviewed the format of these
CRIS bills as part of the bill validation.

1

For the EDI bills, the electronic version was compared to the hard copy of the
bill for the same period. CGE&Y verified that the electronic bill contained the
same information as the printed bill, appeared in the same sequence, and that the
total dollar amounts were the same.

r

Validation was performed on the bill balances to ensure that the totals were
correct and the balances transferred from one month to the next were correct.

The timeliness of providing the bills tO the Pseudo-CLEC was validated per the
guidelines in the ICA, that states hard copies of the bills are to be shipped to the
Pseudo-CLEC within ten days of generation.

CGE&Y reviewed the DUF at the telephone number level to verify that the calls
were included on the correct bill. The Friendly Call Detail Logs were analyzed
to determine if the call events were included on the DUF and the appropriate
records billed.

Order Validation

CGE&Y verified that the account information and billable items requested on
the LSR were correctly reflected and on the appropriate bill. Comparison of the
LSR information to the bill provided the method to validate that account
changes were accurately reflected on the bill.
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The CSR and LSR were reviewed as part of the order validation process.
CGE&Y again reviewed the CSR when the bill was produced. For the first bill
or any bills with activity, the LSR was validated to both the bill and the CSR.
For subsequent months the CSR was only viewed for discrepancies between the
previous bills to the current bill. This was performed in order to validate that the
Pseudo-CLEC was being correctly billed for items ordered.

For service activations or disconnects, the billable service order items and
account information were validated against the bill. This validationconsisted of
customer information, items ordered, quantity of items ordered, and review of
items not on bills but on order to validate that billing was not required. It was
possible to have items on a service order that were not billable and therefore not
contained on the bill.

Usage Rates

As used in this test, "usage rates" refers to the amount charged for a product or
service used. Usage rates were reviewed to verify that rates were applied
correctly for each product or service. The rates were detennined by the USOC or
for specific items if the item was rated as a per use event. The rate of charge
was associated for each USOC by Qwest. CGE&Y validated that the rates
charged on each bill corresponded to the rates in the Pseudo-CLEC USOC tables
and the published local ICA.

1
3

Bill Charges

To validate that the Pseudo-CLEC was billed correctly for recurring, non-
recuning, and miscellaneous charges the appropriate bill items were reviewed.
The USOC was used to determine the charge applied. When changes were
made to accounts, CGE&Y validated that, based on the LSR, the appropriate
USOC was added to the account.

Based on the USOC, CGE&Y confirmed that the correct rates were applied and
the charges were correct for:

1) Monthly recurring charges
2) Non-recun*ing charges
3) Miscellaneous charges

/

Discounts and Adjustments

For the purposes of this document, discounts are defined as related to USOC
rates, and adjustments relate to the correction of previously billed charges.
CGE&Y determined whether discounts and adjustments were applied correctly.
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44» o0 Discounts

The specific discount for each USOC was defined per the local ICA. The
specific USOC information provided to CGE&Y by Qwest for the Pseudo-
CLEC reflected the amount after discount. There were no actual discounts
shown on the bills.

0¢*o Adjustments

Adjustments were usually made as a result of problems in previous periods for
which the Pseudo-CLEC was owed a credit. Although the capability exists for
both credit and debit adjustments, only credit adjustments were encountered in
this test. CGE&Y determined whether adjustments to bills for errors from a
previous month were correctly made .

Taxes and Surcharges

Per Section 3.8.3 of the TSD, the focus of the taxes and surcharges review was
to verify that taxes and surcharges are assessed correctly. The Pseudo-CLEC
was established as tax exempt with Qwest. Although the Pseudo-CLEC was tax
exempt it was possible for the bills to include a specific surcharge applied.
CGE&Y determined whether the taxes and/or surcharges assessed on each bill
were accurate and appropriate for the tax-exemption.

l

=s
9

Prorated Bills

CGE&Y verified that prorated amounts were properly applied to the bill. The
SOC date was the indication to the billing system that a billing activity should
occur. When order completions Caused less than one month's billing, the
amounts were prorated. Prorated amounts were detailed oh the impacted sub-
account and shown on the master account as a single line item, charge or credit.

As provided by Qwest, the following formula was used to calculate the daily
rate for pro-rating charges / credits:

Tariff rate / 30 days per month * number of active days
amount

prorated

CGE&Y validated the accuracy of prorated amounts to the accounts in the
following manner:

> For Service Activations, recurring charges were applied only to the portion
of the month following the activation (i.e., from SOC date to the billing
cycle date). The non-recuning charges were applied effective on the SOC
date.
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The Pseudo-CLEC must complete Qwest's customer
questionnaire

J

Recelpt of paper coples of the Pseudo-CLEC bills

Recelpt of electronic copy of the Pseudo-CLEC bills in EDI
fomlat (to be translated by the Pseudo-CLEC)

J

Daily usage files sent in electronic format J

Universal Service Order Code (USOC) rate tables provided
by the Pseudo-CLEC

J

The Performance measurement evaluation of billing measures
has been passed

J

Receipt of sample Qwest IABS (Integrated Access Billing
System) and CRIS (Customer Records Information Systems)
bills

J

Validation of how Pre-subscribed Inter-exchange Canter
Charge (PICC) fees are calculated and applied, along with the
exact charge associated with each type of fee

J

A complete list of all applicable billing business rules,
including billing increments, minimum and rounding J

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

> For Service Disconnects, credits were applied for the portion of the month
following the disconnect (i.e., from the SOC date to the billing cycle date).

Per Section 3.8.2 of the TSD, prior to commencing the Billing Functionality
Test, the following entrance criteria had to be met:

2.4.4 Results

CGE&Y identified Qwest system, process, and/or training issues that impacted
bill accuracy and documented them in IWis. A summary of IWis and their
resolutions can be found in Appendix B.

Se1*/ice Activations

A Service Activation contained two USO Cs with the same description.
Qwest investigated and found that the USO Cs were valid, however, they
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were not valid for the type of service of this account. Qwest reported that
this error was caused by a service representative who input the incorrect
USOC. Qwest advised that an adjustment would be made to a subsequent
bil l . CGE&Y has not been able to val idate this adjustment or to locate a bi l l
for this account in the fi le since June. There is no record of a disconnect for
this account. (AZIWQI 165) Qwest advised that the service order error was
brought to the attention of the Center Coach who coached the typist on the
issue. An adjustment was applied to the account, but before the adjustment
was applied there was an NPA change which impacted the customer account
number. When suppl ied the new account number CGE&Y val idated that the
correct adjustment was applied to the account. This IWO was closed.

Bill Accuracy

• The CRIS bill format was used for the Resale and UNE bills. If a problem
was encountered during the generation of a bill, a different format of the
CRIS bill was used. This made it difficult to verify the balance forward
totals from one Month to the next when the different format was used. This
was addressed in AZIWOI 15 l. After discussion with Qwest on the reasons
for various formats CGE&Y closed this IWO.

*é
3

On a February 2001 UNE-P bil l , the Charges and Transferred Balance total
did not equal the Total  Balance. The problem was discussed With Qwest ,
who advised that the Balance Forward was now spl i t between two totals
(Charges and Transferred.Balance) and advised CGE&Y on how to val idate
these totals. CGE&Y was not able  to reconci le  the difference. An IWO was
created and referred to Qwest. (AZIWOI 167) A system change was made to
the bi l l  presentation of Total  Balance to ref lect the Balance Forward as
Previous Charges and ref lect the Charges as New ChargeS. In addition,
during the standard processing activity for the bil l  noted in the IWO of
creating a debit to the subaccounts (to bring balance to $00.00) there was a
system-generated error that caused a double amount to be debited to the
Summary Bi l l .  Qwest subsequently  corrected this error. This IWO has now
been closed.

The usage on the Resale bi l ls is i temized. On UNE-P accounts, the usage
was summarized into a one-l ine total .  This incongruity  was discussed with
Qwest and their response was that this is accurate as UNE-P is bil led by
minutes of use. A fol low up question was submitted to Qwest to determine
the usage dates for each product type for each cycle. (AZIWOI 168) After
further conversations with Qwest and review of the ICA, CGE&Y closed
this IWO based on certain language in the ICA that states that UNE-P usage
wil l  be bi l led in bulk and not itemized as typical ly seen on a Resale account.

Five te lephone numbers not assigned to the Pseudo-CLEC were included on
the DUF. Qwest investigated the problem and found that the f ive numbers

r
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were incorrectly identif ied as belonging to the Pseudo-CLEC.
(AZIWOl 169) Qwest made a software change in August 2001 to remedy
this si tuation. CGE&Y val idated the August and September ODUF f i les and
the referenced telephone numbers were not on the report. This IWO was
closed.

Approximately  100 discrepancies were discovered during the comparison of
the DUF to the hard copy bi l ls. These discrepancies included usage on the
bills but not on the DUF, usage on the DUF but not on the bill , and calls
listed on the Friendly Call Detail Log but not on the DUF and/or on the bill .
(AzIwo2l20) Qwest has provided a response  for the  l ines in quest ion.  The
accounts in question have been reval idated by CGE&Y. The Friendly Cal l
Detai l  Log was compared to the DUF and the DUF was compared to the
invoice. The expected records were found on each source and target
document and this IWO was closed.

In two instances accounts were not on the bill within the bill cycle Of the
SOC date. In the f irst case, the SOC was January 4, 2001 but the changes to
the account did not appear unti l  the February 19, 2001 bil l  (one month late).
In the second instance, the SOC date was February 15, 2001 but changes to
the account did not appear unti l  the April  25, 2001 bil l  (two months late).
The charges were back-bi l led to the SOC date. Qwest determined this to be
a human error related to transition of work between centers. (AZIWOI 182)
Qwest implemented process changes to prevent these types of human errors
from reoccurring. CGE&Y observed no further instances of the SOC date
not posting to the bi l l ing system in the expected timeframe. This IWO is
closed.

8
1

3

CGE&Y observed inconsistencies in the bi l l  displays for USO Cs. In most
cases the USOC and the description were on the bil l , but there were cases
where only  the USOC description was shown. (AZIWOI 161) Qwest made a
software enhancement to itemize al l  USO Cs for Wholesale orders in August
2001. The change has been val idated by CGE&Y and no reoccurrences of
the situation have been found for the September and October 2001 invoices.
This IWO is closed.

Requests were made to Qwest in November 2000 for the USOC list, and the
USOC's associated rate . The original  information provided in December
2000 contained only the USOC and description. Subsequent requests were
made during January , February and March, 2001. At the end of March a
table was provided that included the USOC and rates for Resale only . The
USO Cs and rates were provided for UNE-L in June. CGE&Y was advised
by Qwest that the UNE-P rates were similar enough to Resale that CGE&Y
should use them for UNE-P and question any differences. CGE&Y issued
an IWO concerning the absence of documented rates to val idate the bi l ls
based on the USOC selected; (AZIWOI 181) No discrepancies were found in
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the USOC table  previously  provided. When a UNE-P USOC was not
included on the table, Qwest was queried and the rate was provided.
Subsequently  Qwest provided the Commission tar i f fs to CGE&Y. These
rates were validated to the rates and USO Cs used on the bil l . This IWO is
c losed.

While validating the Payment Due Date, the bill indicated that there was a
22-day payment interval that is not described in the local ICA. The
following is the response received from Qwest on September 19, 2001 :

"Qwest bills reflect the retail due date which, as is the case for the State of
Arizona, is mandated by their State Communications Commission.
However, for purposes of collections in our billing offices, the due date is
dependent upon individual contracts. The following verbiage is taken
directly from our internal documentation, Collections -_ Live Wholesale :
Contract language may appear in the agreement as shown below, but please
refer to the individual Interconnection Agreement for language applicable to
your customer.

9
3

'Amounts payable under this Resale  Section are due and payable within
thirty (30) days after the bi l l  date of the Quest invoice."

(AZIWOI l 89) Qwest supplied the business rules used to apply a late
payment. CGE&Y val idated that late  payments were appl ied at the
appropriate time and that the expected amount on monies was subject to late
fees.  This IWO is c losed.

\

While validating the EDI bill against the paper bills for the same period as
AZIWOI 189, CGE&Y observed that, even though on the EDI bill .the sub-
accounts information balanced to the paper invoice, the EDI master account
totals did not match. The Previous Balance and Total New Charges matched
on the EDI bill to the paper bill. However, for the EDI bill the Total
Amount Due appeared to have the Transferred Balance added in twice.
This was referred to Qwest. (AZIWOI 195) Qwest advised that the
Transferred Balance was incorrectly being added twice into the EDI total.
Qwest advised CGE&Y that the system fix for this problem was
implemented on October 12, 2001. The subsequent EDI and paper invoices
were re-checked by CGE&Y and the problem was resolved. This IWO is
closed.

Order Val idation
J

CGE&Y observed that Qwest is not applying the Federal  Access Charge
consistently . The Federal  Access Charge is a mandatory charge for al l
business and residence customers and is control led by a USOC based on the
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class of service. (AZIWOI 153, AZIWOI 162) For the residence accounts
that were provisioned correctly the charge was accurate, however, the
business .accounts were not provisioned correctly and therefore the charge
was incorrect. This activity resulted in the need for an adjustment by Qwest
to those business accounts. While  val idating the adjustments, CGE&Y
determined that the adjustments were not applied correctly . Qwest
investigated this issue and provided the reasons each USOC was used.
Qwest stated they have provided training for the specific order typist, and
also provided channel communication to al l  service Order typists regarding
the application of this USQC. Qwest also determined that the adjustment
error was caused by human error. Training material  was issued alerting the
representatives to use the correct methodology to calculate these
adjustments. CGE&Y val idated that the correct adjustment was appl ied to
the next invoice . This IWO is c losed,

Discrepancies were found between services bi l led and services ordered.
Qwest responded that these errors were caused by service representatives
while  writing internal  service orders. Qwest indicated that updates were
made to procedures, and retraining was provided. Fol lowing are some
examples of these errors:

Q
4
8

Three resale accounts were converted incorrectly. '(AZ1VVOl 152)
This was caused by human error. Qwest has provided retraining.
This IWO is c losed.

• Two accounts were converted to UNE-L in error. (AZIW01166)
This was caused by an error made by the Order Entry
Representat ive .  ThisIWO is c losed.

CGE&Y observed one account with a double charge for a
(NonPubl i shed Serv ice )  NPU USOC. (AZIWOl 183) This was
caused by human error. An adjustment was provided to the
customer. CGE&Y val idated that the adjustment was correctly
appl ied. This IWO is c losed.

Ari account was converted with instructions on the LSR to delete
specific features previously active on the account, but these
features were not deleted. (AZIW01163) This was caused by
human error and this IWO is closed.

For accounts with the No Solic itation USOC (SEA), there were
inconsistencies in the handl ing. (AZIWOI154) Qwest made a
system change in October 2001 to resolve this issue . CGE&Y was
advised by Qwest that the issues associated with this issue were the
result of human error and that training update messages were
issued to advise the order writers on how to handle these type of
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order i tems. For conversion accounts Qwest implemented a
system enhancement to require that USO Cs be entered with the
correct RSID/ZCID. CGE&Y reval idated this USOC as part of the
retest to validate that both the retraining activity took place and
that the system enhancement was working correctly . On the retest
orders, the RSID indicator was correctly populated with the
Pseudo-CLEC code and the SEA USOC was added correctly  when
found on the order. However, the retest orders reviewed did not
show the SEA USOC entered into the order correctly on a
consistent basis and requires ongoing Coaching. (See also
AZIW01186)  Thi s  IWO i s  c losed .

While validating the bill to an order, CGE&Y encountered two
sub-accounts with the same telephone number under one master
account number. (AZIWOI 157; AZIWOI l 59) CGE&Y closed
AZIWOI 157 based on the Qwest explanation for the customer
code change for the account. CGE&Y closed AZIWOl159 based
on the validation of the adjustment.

433
Usage  Rates

CGE&Y observed that certain USO Cs are used for both recurring and non-
recurr ing charges.  (AZIWOl 164) CGE&Y accepts Qwest 's explanation of
service charge application in the IWO response. Qwest also stated that a
sof tware  change was in deve lopment that would al low recuning and non-
recurr ing charges to be  appl ied with a single  USOC. Although re lated, this
software change was not a part of  AZIWOl164. This IWO is c losed.

Bill Charges

The Monthly Service Charge on Service Activations did not include all the
recuning charges for the first bill. Subsequent bills included all the
recuning charges. CGE&Y observed that this discrepancy was only
associated with the initial Service Activation. (AZlWOl155) Qwest has
made a software change to correct this problem. CGE&Y has validated the
software change and that all charge elements are correctly appearing on both
first time and subsequent invoices. This IWO is closed.

Discounts and Adjustments I

Discounts

There were instances where the USOC SEA rate did not match the rate
appl icable  to the  Pseudo-CLEC. (AZIWOI 186) CGE&Y was adv isedly
Qwest that these errors were the result of human error and that training
update messages were distributed to advise the order writers on how to
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handle this type of service. CGE&Y revalidated this USOC as part of the
retest. This USOC is still inconsistently provisioned. On a sample of
accounts where the LSR indicated SEA, only one in five accounts had .
actually been provisioned by Qwest with this USOC. CGE&Y believes that
Qwest has reasonable controls in place to manage order errors caused by
manual handling. (see also IWOl154)

Adjustments
r

On the January and February bill cycles, adjustments were made to two
accounts. There were no itemized details for the adjustments and therefore
no way to validate the adjustments made. (AZIWOl 156) Although CGE&Y
was unable to perform further validation of the adjustments for these specific
accounts, CGE&Y did observe that Qwest properly applied adjustments to
other accounts. This IWO is closed. ,

Taxes and Surcharges

A Qwest software change was made in January 2001 that caused various
taxes to be charged to tax exempt accounts. Since the Pseudo-CLEC is tax
exempt, there should be no taxes Charged. Qwest made a system change that
caused taxes to be applied to .tax exempt customers. (AZIWOI l58) Qwest
has made a subsequent system update to correct this problem. Credit
adjustments were made to the impacted accounts for the overcharge of taxes.
Qwest provided screen prints of the adjustment to CGE&Y. The screen
prints were validated against the invoice data. The adjustments appeared on
the invoice as expected. This IWO is closed.

'i
3

Prorated bills

CGE&Y could not verify bill prorating when an account was disconnected
on Feb 28. CGE&Y was not able to use the calculation provided by Qwest.
(AZIWOI160) Qwest advised CGE&Y on the process used to validate
proration for Feb 28 invoices. CGE&Y accepts the response provided by
Qwest. This IWO is closed.

Usage Validation
c

In December 2001, CGE&Y received and reviewed ADUFs (access records)
retroactive to May 15, 2001 for the Pseudo-CLEC. Due to the review of
these usage records occurring outside of the test period, CGE&Y did not
issue IWis or discuss the following observations with Qwest. CGE&Y's
observations are:

\

9 CGE&Y received two files, both identified as Invoice Sequence
Number 56. Each file contained unique records.
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9 Invoice Sequence Number 82 included all the 1,388 records from
Invoice Sequence Number 39, plus 42 additional records.

4 Invoice Sequence Number 39 contained 1 duplicate record which
was also duplicated in Invoice Sequence Number 82.

4 Only 3 of the expected 12 records from the call logs were found.

2.4.5 Supplemental DUF Evaluation

Scope

\
CGE&Y conducted a controlled supplemental test of the accuracy and
timeliness of the provisioning of Daily Usage File (DUF) records in Arizona.
This supplemental effort was to ensure that no daily usage file issues existed in
Arizona after DUF processing updates were made by Qwest that affected their
entire operating area. These system updates occurred from September 2001
through December 2001.

4
8

CGE&Y's Supplemental DUF Evaluation was conducted in January and
February, 2002. CGE&Y generated test calls during and after account
migrations and then reviewed the DUF records received. As a result of this
review, four IWis were issued (AzIwol2l5, AzIwo2l27, AzIw02l28 and
AzIwo2l29). CGE&Y received Qwest's responses to the IWis, indicating that
system fixes had been implemented on February 7 and 18, 2002. GE&Y retested
and closed AZIVVO2l27 and AzIwo2l28. AZIW01215 and AZIVVO2l29
remain under evaluation.

Process

Order and Call Generation

CGE&Y generated order scripts for the initial test and retest. The order scripts
were used by the Pseudo4CLEC to issue LSRs that migrated 12 CGE&Y and 3
HP local retail employee lines to wholesale HPC accounts.25 For the retest, only
the 12 CGE&Y accounts were used. CGE&Y and HP accounts were selected to
closely control adherence to the test call scripts.

The test calls for the initial test were conducted during the periodof January 22
through January 31, 2002.1 The retest call period was March 13, 2002 through
March 17, 2002.26 The types of calls made to generate both aCcess and usage
records included:

zs Test Call Logs for the initial test are located on CGE&Y Archive CD' Supplemental DUF Evaluation, Supplemental DUF Evaluation Update.

Zs Test Call Logs for the Retest are located onCGE&Y Archive CD: Supplemental DUF Evaluation Retest.
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InterLATA
IntraLATA toll
900/976 Calls
xx (WATS)

Local Directory Assistance
Local Directory Assistance Connect
Toll Directory Assistance
Usage sensitive CLASS features
Terminating InterdATA
Terminating IntraLATA toll
Local Measured Service
Verify InterLATA Canter
Verify IntraLATA Carrier

\

Pseudo-CLEC DUF Record Processing

4As discussed in Section 2.4.3 above, the Pseudo-CLEC received daily DUFS
from Qwest for test accounts. The Pseudo-CLEC process for receiving DUFs
was implemented in June 2000 and was based on the Pseudo-CLEC's
understanding that "U S WEST (Qwest) uses the EMI standard for the Daily
Usage File." At that time, Qwest had implemented EMI Version 17, dated April
2000] The Pseudo-CLEC implemented the process of receiving the DUF files
viaNDs on a dedicated Tl connection with Qwest. For this implementation,
the Pseudo-CLEC incorporated Qwest's variations to the EMI standards for
Version 17 that Qwest detailed in their document, "Usage Exception `
Matrix.doc." This document was provided to the Pseudo-CLEC via the Account
Management process.

r

Upon receipt of each DUF file, the Pseudo-CLEC performed the following
standard types of validations on the file:

1. File edits
2. Header edits
3. Trailer edits
4. Duplicate Check edits
5. Detail edits
6. Timeliness edits

\

In August 2001, Qwest upgraded their DUF process to EMI Version 18, dated
July 2001. with Qwest's implementation of EMI Version 18, ADUF (access)
records, along with ODUF records were received by the Pseudo-CLEC.
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Documentation of the DUF process is provided Ar the Qwest website,
(http://www,qwest.com/wholesale/clecs/duf.htrn1).

Under EMI Version 18, the Pseudo-CLEC performed basic  val idation 0fpack
header and trailer records according to EMI standards for both the ADUF and
ODUF records before converting to a spreadsheet for CGE&Y analysis. These
spreadsheets for the initial test and the retest are contained in the CGE&Y
document, Combined Call  Logs and DUF File.xls 27

Evaluation Process

CGE&Y's evaluation of the DUF records for the initial  test included DUFs
received from January 25, 2002 through February 16, 2002. This evaluation
analyzed only planned test cal ls and did not include any casual cal ls that the
cal ler may have made. During the retest, the DUFs reviewed were received
from March 13, 2002 through March 27, 2002 and the evaluation analyzed al l
originating and terminating calls for the test accounts as logged by the test
cal ler. ,

During the audit of DUF records, CGE&Y also:

i
-g

3
"\

1.
2.
3.

4.
5.

6.

7.

8.

10.
I

12.

Verified the accuracy of call types in the Record ID field
Verified the date and time of the beginning and the. end of the calls
Verified the jurisdiction (Settlement Code and LATA Indicator) where
applicable
Verif ied the applicable canter identif ication code (CIC) on access records
Verif ied the Indicator 4 f ield value was populated correctly according to
the account type (Resale or UNE-P)
Verified the direction of the call in the Originating / Terminating field
Verif ied that no access usage is reported for Resale accounts
Verif ied that the execution of usage sensitive class services generated
DUF records .
Verif ied that the correct Operating Company Name (OCN) is populated on
accessrecords and is in the correct f ield on UNE-P accounts
Identif ied missing DUF records
Verififed that al l  DUF records in the retest call  period were generated by
the test accounts
Verif ied that DUF fi les had unique invoice sequence numbers

Results

Test results showing DUF records received by call  type for the initial test and
the retest are shown in Table 2.4.5a below. Confidential  cal l  logs and the
associated DUFs, LSRs and CSRs are avai lable separately . 28

z1 CGE&Y Archive CDs: Supplemental DUF Evaluation, Supplemental DUF Evaluation Update, Supplemental DUF Evaluation Retest.
pa CGE&Y Archive CDs: Supplemental DUF Evaluation, Supplemental DUF Evaiuation Update, Supplemental DUF Evaluation Retest.
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Initial Test

Test Call Type
ODUF

Expected
CDUF
Found

ADUF
Expected

ADUF
Found

\n-State Interdata Long Dlst¢nce all Completion 0 0 33 18
Lr-Stale lntr late Long Distance Call CompleUun 84 77 45 14
Term rat mg nterlata Ca I 0 0 23 4
Terms=lt\ng intra ate Call 0 0 32 0
Loco Directory Ass stance 1-411 87 86 0 0
Tel D rectory Assist¢ncs 0 0 32 17
800 WATS Number 0 0 51 38
900 Blocklng 0 o 16 3
Verify Long Distance Comer 0 0 47 20
Van y neuraL=ata Long D stance Carr Er 0 0 0 0
Directory Ass stance Conned non 0 0 43 28
Usage Sens awe Cell Last Call Return 'Note 1 0 0 0 0
Usage Sens tlve Cal Last Ccnhnuous Redlal 'Note 0 0 0 0
Local Call - Measured Semce 'Note 2 0 0 0 0

Retest

ODUF
Expected

ODUF
Found n

ADUP
Ex cited

ADUF
Found

0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 O

0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0

OBUP Success 95%
ADUF Success 44%

DDUF Success
ADUF Success

»

r

Test Number
Converted

'Ru

LSR»

Issued

I)x\t¢ SOG Dow
I'.8a€.`

Ravvri place

'Fest Calls
Hates at DUE Files4Wfwn Usage First

a Last Received *Notel

Record Data of First
Usage Received on

4 DUF Flies

Begin End Last oust Expected Actua!
TN01 Res»ale 1 22/02 1/24/02 1 25/02 1/22/0Z 1130/02 1/30/02 2 1 02 WA N/A 1/25/02 1/25/02
TN02 Regals 1/22/02 1 25/02 1 26/02 1/22/02 1/.50/02 2/5/02 2/5/02 N/A N/A 1/26 02 1/28/02
TN 83 Resale 1/Z2/02 1/25/02 1/26/02 1/Z2/02 1130/02 2/5/02 2 5/02 NIA N/A 1/26/02 1 26/O2
'cu of Resale 1/22 02 1/25/02 1 26/02 1/22/02 1/31 02 2/5/02 2/5/02 N/A N/A 1/2602 1 2702
TN as Resale 1/22/02 1 25/02 1 26/02 1 28/02 1/J0/02 2/5/02 2/5/02 N/A N/A 1 26/02 1 28/02
TN go. Resale 1 2202 1 2502 1/26/02 1/22/02 1/29/02 2/5/02 215/02 N/A N/A 1/26/02 1/27/02
vs GO Resale 1  2202 1/Z5/02 1/£602 1 ZN 02 1/31 02 2/5 02 215 02 NIA N/A 1 26102 1/28/02
TN 08 UNE 1 22 02 1 2502 1 26/02 1  2302 1 30/02 2/7 02 2/11/02 2 8/02 2/11/02 1/26/02 1 26/02
TN 09 UNE 1/22/02 1 25/02 1/Z6/0Z 1 2302 1 29/OZ 2 6/02 2/6/02 2/6/02 2 6/02 1/26/02 1/28/02
TN lo UNE 1/22/02 1 25/02 1/26/02 1 2902 1 31 O2 1/7/02 2/11102 2 8/O2 2/11 OZ 1/26/02 1/25/02
TN it UNE 1 22/02 1/25/02 1/26/02 1/Z2/02 1 31 02 2/7/02 2/11/04 2/8/02 am  02 1/26/02 1 Z7/02
'fu 12 UNE 1 22/02 1 2502 1 26/02 1/23/02 1 30/O2 2 702 2/11 02 2 8/02 2111/02 1/2602 1/28/02
TN to ume 1 2202 1/25/02 1/26/02 1/23/02 1/31 02 2/G/02 2 6 0 2 2/6 02 2/6/02 1 26/02 1/28/02
TN 1 4 UNE 1 2202 w 5/02 1 2602 1 2502 1/30/02 2/7 02 2/11 02 2 8/02 2/11 02 1/25/02 1/28/02
TN 15 UNE 1  2202 1 2s  02 1/26/02 1/23/02 1/30 02 2 12/02 2114102 z/13102 2/1402 1 £6/OZ 1 2702

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Table 2.4.5a - DUF Records Received by Call Type

Total 1 7 1 1 6 3 322 1 4 2 0 o 0 0

. a
4

8
'Note 1 - Retest only. For Initial test, accounts had monthly subscription.
*Note 2 . Refest only. '

Test results for the initial test for each test account are shown in Table 2.4.5b
and Table 2.4.5c below.

Table 2.4.5b - Initial Test Results by Test Account

*Note 1 . Per Data Request 264 response, first usage files delayed 4 days due to monthly bill pull and 3 days due to standard CRIS pending order hold
period.
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Test Number
ConveNed

To

Test Cal[Angl Is

° /o cf
Success

Calls
Made

No DUF
Expected

ODUF
£xn¢¢=¢<i

ODUF
Found

ADUF
Expected

ADUF
Found

TN 01 Resale 1 JO 104 o 0 0 0 100~..
Troy Resale/ 80 89 11 11 0 0 100°.
TN 03 Resale 57 53 4 4 0 0 100%
TN 04 Resale 127 116 11 11 0 0 100%
TN 05 Resale 56 47 9 9 0 0 100%
TN 06 Resale 73 65 8 d 0 0 100%
TN 07 Resale 108 97 11 11 0 0 100° ..
TNas UNE 48 21 6 8 ZN 14 67%
TN 09 UNE 106 71 8 3 31 8 41%
TN 10 UNE 49 10 8 6 35 0 19%
m it UNE 67 47 9 9 35 15 55%
TN 12 UNE 63 21 12 10 37 g 39%
TN 13 UNE 97 36 13 13 54 14 40%
TN 14 UNE 63 23 10 5 35 12 38%
TN i s USE 149 68 21 £0 71 70 98°  n

ODUF Success 95%
44%

100%
UNE Success 54%

Table 2.4.5c - Initial Test Results by Test Account

19:§1>8§*T2il§'§1%2QI('§i 94,18848 » .l*3=§L8§»»3:ii@"3 § 4 § § .:,..mf ..\»la»~ 5, ~~ ;;.,v v

F i n a l  R e p o r t  o f  t h e  Q w e s t  O S S  T e s t

Test results for the retest for each test account are shown in Table 2.4.5d and
Table 2.4.5e below.

o
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Test Number
*Nuts 1

Converted
14

Lsk
Issued
Date 5OCD»te

L& C
Report
Date

Pop Tn Be

Billed

Daft

Test dolls
Dates of DEF Flies When Usage First

& Las( Received

Begin End First ODUF
Las!

GDUF
First
ADUF

Last
Anus Expected

I

Juctuak
TNas Resale 4802 3 13 02 3 1404 3 1402 .4/t 3 OA 3 1702 J 2002 J/20 Of NA N A .v14 02 3/1401
TN 10 Resale JB DZ 3 13 02 J 14 02 J/14 OZ M1302 31702 J/20 02 3 Z0/OZ NA NA 3/14/02 J/14 OZ
TN 05 Resale 3802 3 1302 J/14 02 3/15/02 3/13/0Z 3/17 OZ J M J2 J/21 02 NlA NA 3 1402 3/14/02
ThOS Resale 3 802 J TJ OA J  1402 J 14 DO 3 13 OF J 17 02 3 20 OZ 32002 N A N A 3/1402 3/14/02
TN 13 Resale JIB 02 J 13 02 J 14 02 3 1402 3/1302 3 17 02 32002 32002 N A N/A 3 1402 3/14/02
TN 03 UNE 38 02 3 1302 3 1402 3 15/02 3 1302 3 17 02 3/21 02 321/02 3 21102 321 02 3/14 OF 3/14 02
TN 04 UNE 3802 3 H 02 3 14 oz 5 15 O2 3 1302 3 17 02 321 02 3 21/JZ J 21 02 3/21 oz J 1402 3/14 JO
TN 09 UNE J B/02 3 13/OZ 3/14 OZ 3 1502 3 1.4 02 J 17 02 321 JO J/21/02 JA602 3 26 02 3/14 oz 3/14/02
TN 11 ume CB DO 5 13 02 3 1402 3 15 04 3/1 '3/02 J/17 02 3/21 02 3 21 02 3 ze/02 3 26/02 3/14 02 3/1402
m 12" UNE 38 02 311 J/02 3/14 D2 3/15102 J 1302 3/1702 3 21102 J/21 02 3 21/02 321 JZ 3/14 oz 3/14 02
TM 16 UNE 38 D2 J 13 02 3 14 OZ .5 15 OZ J 1.3 OZ 3 17 OZ 321 OZ Jlzl JO 321 02 3 21 02 3 1402 3/14 02
TN 07 UNE 3 BOZ 3 1302 5 14 OZ .5 1B102 3/1J D2 3 17 02 J 22/02 J/22/0l a 22 JZ 3/24J02 3 1402 J 14/02

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Table 2.4.5d - Retest Results by Test Account

'Note 1 - Test Number reference maintained from Initial Test,

.g
9

1

Version 2.0 117



T¢S¢ Number
'Nota 1

Converted
To

Test Call Anadysls

% of
Success

Calls
Made

No DUE

E14P°¢W¢¢

ODUF
Expected

ODUF
Fours

ADUF
Expected

ADUF
Found

TN 08 Resale 25 11 14 14 0 0 100%
TN 10 Resale 20 2 18 18 0 0 100° /
TN 05 Resale 19 2 17 17 o 0 100%
TN 06 Resale 20 3 17 17 0 0 100%
TN 13 Resale 19 2 17 17 0 0 100°.
TN 03 UNE 71 5 25 17 45 40 s1~.
TN04 USE 79 4 28 19 51 46 82° o
TN09 UNE 51 1 29 20 26 24 80%
m u UNE 78 4 25 17 53 48 83%
TN 12 UNE 73 4 29 20 45 38 78° o
mis ume 100 a 44 23 54 49 7a°.
TN07 USE 71 s 25 17 45 39 80%

75%
88%

100%
UNE Success 50%

Table 2.4.5e - Retest Results by Test Account

;Qk35@*;=sv w=*
U ;

2us=W 85%W 6MF*  *< '= * * * * * 'm .2w , I a4

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

'Note 1 - Test Number reference maintained from Initial TesL

ll

(  )

4
3

4

\
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Initial Test Findings:

r

i
1

3

CGE&Y opened AZIW02127 because 92 ADUF records were not
received as identified in Qwest's response to Data Request 264.4 The
system He for this IWO was retested.
CGE&Y opened AZIWO2l28 because 41 WATS DUF records were not
received as identified in Qwest's response to Data Request 264.4 The
system fix for this IWO was retested.
CGE&Y expected to receive 171 ODUF records and 322 ADUF records
from the test calls. The overall success rate for DUF records received
was 62%, 95% for ODUF records and 44% for ADUF records during this
test period. CGE&Y opened Azlwo2l29 because the volume of
expected DUF records .received was lower than anticipated. This IWO was
re-evaluated in the retest.
No DUF records were found for calls placed on or prior to the SOC when
the account was still retail, as expected.
All DUF files had unique invoice sequence numbers, as expected.
Qwest immediately applied a system fix when the issue with an order
posting to CRIS on a Friday concurrent with held access usage was
identified (AZIWO2 l27).
Qwest immediately applied a system fix when the issue with dropped
WATS records was identified (AZIWOZIZS).
For one test account, 120 usage records were delayed 22 days after the
conversion date due to post order completion error correction..
Inaccurate Indicator 4 - For 24 records the Indicator 4 value was 6 and
should have been 7. CGE&Y opened AZIWOI215 for this error. Per
Qwest's response, this error was associated with the issue that caused
AZIW02127. AZIWOl2l5 was retested.
All DUF records had accurate start and end times compared to the test call
logs.
During the initial test it was found that 73% of the DUF records received
had the correct Indicator 4 value.

s

Retest Findings :

CGE&Y retested AZIW02127 and did not receive 35 ADUF records for
calls terminating to a UNE-P account frornan IntraLATA Qwest
payphone. Because these same records were identified in AZIW02129
this issue was included in the results for AzIwo2l29, and AZIW02127
was closed.
CGE&Y retested AZIW02128 for WATS DUF records not received. All
31 WATS call records expected were received. AZIW02128 was closed.

4 CGE&Y Archive CD: Supplemental DUF Evaluation.
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(

4
3

CGE&Y retested AZIWO2l29 because a lower than expected volume of
DUF records were received. The overall success rate for DUF records
received was 82%, 75% for ODUF records and 89% for ADUF records
during the retest. In confidential DRs 276 and 277 Qwest reported system
fixes to address the DUF records that were not received. CGE&Y is
evaluating this response.
No DUF records were received for calls placed on or prior to the SOC
when the account was still retail, as expected.
All DUF files had unique invoice sequence numbers, as expected.
CGE&Y retested AzIvvol2l5 because an inaccurate Indicator 4 value
was received. All 37 ODUF records for two UNE-P test accounts were
received six days after posting to billing with an incorrect value of 6
(Resale). ADUF records were received for these same two accounts five
days after the ODUF records with a correct Indicator 4 value of 7 (UNE-
P). CGE&Y is evaluating these results.
All DUF records received for the test accounts during the test period were
validated as generated by the test account.
DUF records had accurate start and end times compared to the call logs.
During the retest it was found that 93% of the DUF records received had
the correct Indicator 4 value.

J
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The capture and documentation of billing information
provided on the wholesale bills to the Pseudo-CLEC by the TA

J

The evaluation of the paper and electronic copies of the
monthly bills for a minimum two-month time period and the
electronic copies of the daily usage file on a weekly basis by
the TA

J

The TA's documentation and analysis of the information
provided by the Pseudo-CLEC and /or CLEC's billing data

J

Closure of all outstanding issues logged in the TA Master
Issues Log (see Appendix .I for the Master Issues Log Process)

J

Closure of all issues deemed by the TAG to require Qwest
system corrections as documented on Incident Work Orders
and processed in accordance with the Testing Incidents
Process (Appendix I [TSD])

/29

The results of the bill validation are documented in the final
report to the ACC

Final Rcyort of the Qwest OSS Test

Exit Criteria

Per Section 3.8.4 of the TSD, prior to exiting the Billing Functionality Test, the
following criteria were met:

4
1

Conclusions

CGE&Y concludes the following concerning the Qwest OSS, specifically
related to the test of the billing system. The billing system always generated a
bill for all billable items that were included on the Qwest CSR. The order
process between provisioning and billing works as expected. Order items that
appeared to be provisioned to the account and customer billable were always on
the invoice. There were no major issues related to the Qwest billing system for
the Pseudo-CLEC.

CGE&Y observed that when billing issues were referred to Qwest the problem
was corrected by system updates and adjustments given as illustrated by
AZIWOl 158. CGE&Y also notes that system enhancements were made to the

24 Excludes two IWis from the Supplemental DUF evaluation that remains open pending verification..
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Qwest billing system as a result of the Functionality Test as illustrated by
AZIWOl 154. Qwest was able to identify other improvements that were
incorporated into their internal processes.

CGE&Y concludes the following regarding the generation of DUF records :
Usage records were generated to the new co-provider beginning with usage
occurring theda after the conversion date, as expected. The accuracy of the
Indicator 4 value improved from 73% in the initial test to 93% in the retest. The
dropped WATS call issue was corrected. CGE&Y is evaluating the system fixes
reported by Qwest for the remaining two IWis that appear to have prevented a
100% DUF record return rate. `

4
8
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2.5 Performance Measurement Test

2.5.1 Introduction

The statistical evaluation of performance measurements calculated from data
gathered during the Functionality Test was designed to provide the ACC with a
statistically valid assessment of Qwest's performance in providing service to the
CLECs based on established performance measures. The Arizona Service PID
6.3 defines those standards set by the TAG that Qwest must meet in order to
comply with §27l of the Act.

Performance measures fall into three broad categories: parity, benchmark, and
report only. Parity measures compare the performance Qwest provides its
competitors to that which Qwest provides to itself, its retail customers, or its
affiliates. Therefore, parity measures require that there be an analogous retail
service to the wholesale service being evaluated. The retail analog provides the
standard for the measurement. Benchmarks define a level of performance for
service provided to a CLEC for which there is not an equivalent product or
service offered within Qwest. Benchmarks are negotiated between the parties in
Arizona and are set at a level intended to allow an efficient competitor a
meaningful opportunity to compete with Qwest in the provisioning of
telecommunications service. This agreed to benchmark serves as the standard
for evaluating performance. The report-only category is provided for those
measures determined to be of interest but are used for diagnostic purposes, often
because they back-up or support other performance measures. The report-only
category includes measures for which there is not yet sufficient information or
the need to set a benchmark. There is no established standard for this type of
measure.

£4
3

During the Functionality Test, several test scenarios were developed to produce
specific performance data for use in calculating the performance measures as
defined by the PID and specified in Appendix C of die MTP. The calculations
will be produced as defined in Section 9 of the TSD. (Statistical Approach)

2.5.2 Scope

Per Section 8.5.3 of the MTP and Section 7.3.4 of the TSD, the Performance
Measurement Evaluation of Functionality Test data encompassed the following
activities:

> Collection of Qwest perfo1*mance'rneasure1nent raw data (adhoc data) for the
PseUdo-CLEC, Qwest, and aggregate CLECs for the time frame covered by
the Functionality Test (December 21, 2000 through July 3 l, 200l)

> Development of Functionality Test data captured by the Pseudo-CLEC
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> Val idation that data observed and captured by the Pseudo-CLEC is
accurately ref lected in Qwest raw data ti les

> Independent calculation of all measurements indicated in Appendix C of the
MTP for the Pseudo-CLEC, aggregate CLECs and Qwest retail using Qwest
raw data according tithe statistical approach outlined in Section 9 of the
TSD

> Declaration of parity/disparity or pass/fail for all performance measurement
results where sufficient data are available

> Reconci l iation between the data captured by the Pseudo-CLEC via the
gateway notif iers and the data contained within the Qwest adhoc fi les to
ensure that al l  records (e.g., LSRs, trouble tickets) submitted by the Pseudo-
CLEC are contained within the Qwest adhoc data and that the Qwest data
doesn't erroneously contain records not submitted by the Pseudo-CLEC. In
addition, data elements were reconciled between the Qwest adhoc and the
Pseudo-CLEC captured da t a .

J

3> Independent calculation of  Functional i ty  Test measurements (FTMs)
indicated in Appendix C of the MTP for the Pseudo-CLEC according to the
statistical  approach outl ined in Section 9 of the TSD. For each PID measure
l isted in Appendix C of the MTP, an aggregated FTM was defined where
the Pseudo-CLEC was able to capture al l  the data elements necessary to
calculate results independent of Qwest adhoc data. This process included
defining each FTM, perfonning an independent calculation with Pseudo-
CLEC captured data and using the same records contained within the Qwest
adhoc, performing an independent calculation for the same measurements.
The results obtained with the Pseudo-CLEC captured data wil l  be compared
with the results obtained using the Qwest adhoc data. This is to ensure that
the data used by Qwest to calculate monthly performance measurement
results are accurate and reflect performance experienced by the CLEC.

> Problems or issues identified during the statistical evaluation of the Pseudo-
CLEC functionality data will be entered on IWis and forwarded to the
TAG for Qwest to investigate, respond and take corrective action if
necessary

2.5.3 Proce ss

To test the performance of Qwest's OSS and provisioning services, CGE&Y
statistical ly  analyzed Qwest adhoc data. To val idate these results, CGE&Y
reconciled Pseudo-CLEC captured Functionality Test data with Qwest adhoc
data by making a side by side comparison for data elements captured by the
Pseudo-CLEC through the gateway notif iers (See Appendix L, Data
Reconci l iation Report). In addition, other key data e lements were reconci led by
performing independent calculations for FTMs using both Pseudo-CLEC
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captured and Qwest adhoc data and comparing the results (See Functionality
Test Results Comparison Report (FTRC Report)). Once the source data was
verif ied for content and accuracy and adjusted to account for any material
discrepancies discovered in the data reconcil iation, calculations for processes
used in the perfonnance measure audit were applied to the Qwest adhoc data for
the results.

Owest Adhoc Data Processing

As described above, CGE&Y evaluated Qwest's provisioning services based on
establ ished performance measures detai led in Appendix C of the MTP. These
performance measures fal l  into three broad categories: parity measures,
benchmark measures, and diagnostic  measures. Furthermore, these measures
are identif ied as a binomial ( r a t e of success) or interval measure.

x

Parity measures were evaluated based on statistical  comparison of Pseudo-
CLEC and aggregate CLEC data with Qwest retai l  data using a one-tai led
modified Z-test. In the case of interval measures, log transformations were used
to dampen the effect of extraordinary cases that skew the distribution and inflate
the standard deviation. For binomial measures, the arcsine-square-root
transfonnation was used to achieve constant variance over the range of possible
rates.

i
3

Benchmark measures are typical ly  those measures with no retai l  analog.
Standards were establ ished as critical  values to the test. Compliance for
benchmark measures was determined on a "stare and compare" basis. If  the
measurement result meets or exceeds the established benchmark value then
compliance wil l  have been demonstrated. If  the measurement result fai ls to
meet the benchmark, then a condition of noncompliance exists. These
comparisons are made using the original , untransformed results. For several
benchmark measures, no standard has been agreed upon and are l isted as "To Be
Determined" in PID 6.3. In these cases, CGE&Y reports the performance
measurement results for informational purposes. For interval measures,
logarithmic transformations are used.

The Pseudo-CLEC began executing test scenarios for the specific products l isted
in SeCtion 9. 1 .2 of the TSD as part of the Functionality Test on December 21,
2000. The Pseudo-CLEC issued i ts f inal  order on June 29, 2001. This
evaluation considers those data disaggregations within the established Qwest
reported performance measurement disaggregations. As a result, the desired
amounts of i terations were not avai lable for al l  disaggregations. However, a
parity or disparity conclusion is sti l l  possible in many cases. In several
instances, Pseudo-CLEC data exists for disaggregations not planned in Section
9.1.2 of the TSD as part of the statistical test. To the extent that Pseudo-CLEC
data exists in any disaggregation, CGE&Y has provided statistical  results.

Version 2.0 125



Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

CGE&Y issued tWOs for al l  disparities and benchmark fai lures for the Pseudo-
CLEC. If  Pseudo-CLEC results indicated a disparity , CGE8cY analyzed
Pseudo-CLEC and commercial  CLEC data during the retest period where
avai lable . Where Pseudo-CLEC data was insuff ic ient for a parity/disparity
determination, CGE8cY rel ied on aggregate CLEC data. In these cases where
aggregate  CLEC indicated a dispari ty ,  CGE&Y issued an IWO. However, in
those cases where suffic ient Pseudo-CLEC data existed and indicated parity , a
disparity for the aggregate CLEC results was out of the scope of the Arizona
§27l engagement and is associated with the future performance assurance
process.

Per Section 9 of the TSD, no individual product cells were developed for outside
an MSA. Therefore, where insufficient data were available for parity/disparity
conclusions of a product, CGE&Y considered combined dispatched data for a
given product regardless ofMSA or Zone designation. This methodology was
most often relied on for maintenance and repair measurements due to the low
number of troubles that occurred during the Functionality Test.

1

CGE&Y analyzed Qwest adhoc data for the period December 2000 through July
2001 using Qwest data processing methods as ref lected in Qwest's published
performance report of August 7, 2001. Subsequent changes to Qwest data
processing methods were incorporated into this analysis where possible.

;
8

3

Functionality Test Data Collection

During the Functionality Test, the Pseudo-CLEC recorded the transmission of
LSRs via IMA-GUI and EDI OSS interfaces. The Pseudo-CLEC also recorded
responses by Qwest back to the Pseudo-CLEC. The Pseudo-CLEC captured the
time and type of transaction received by Qwest (i.e., rejects, jeopardy
notifications, FOCs, and SOCs). Using this captured data, CGE&Y was able to
construct databases detailing the ordering process.

The Pseudo-CLEC sent one fi le for each interface during each day of testing via
e-mail to the Sedona Data e-mail account setup for this specific purpose. These
two f i les were in two different formats. The IMA-GUI f i le  was sent to CGE&Y
in an MS Excel spreadsheet. Each row detai led information for each transaction,
including date, time, tracking number, Purchase Order Number (PON), version,
status, and due dates. The EDI fi le was submitted to CGE&Y as a pipe-
del imited f i le  with similar information..Once CGE&Y received these two f i les,
the data was converted to a tab-delimited fi le and read into a database one record
at a time. CGE&Y updated the master database table , creating a Functional i ty
Test data database detai l ing al l  avai lable infonnation for each individual order.
This data was then applied to the Qwest Processed adhoc for source data
verif ication. . `
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In addition, CGE&Y processed POC, re ject, and Loss & Completion e-mails
from Qwest to the Pseudo-CLEC in order to validate data elements in the
Functional i ty  Test data database. Furthermore, the Pseudo-CLEC provided
CGE&Y an EDI data feed detai l ing the same data elements.

Functional i ty  Test Data Reconci l iation

The Functionality Test data reconcil iation process is designed to val idate
whether the results Qwest reports in its performance measurements accurately
ref lect the performance observed by the Pseudo-CLEC. This determines
whether Qwest has captured all  relevant test data for inclusion in its
performance results calculation process and whether Pseudo-CLEC test data are
correctly  c lassif ied as such in Qwest's da t a . For a more detai led explanation of
the data reconcil iation process, refer to the Data Reconcil iation Report for the
Functional i ty  Test Results in Appendix L of this report. The fol lowing activities
were involved in the val idation process:

Verify that al l  notif ication transactions and completions (jeopardies, rejects,
FOCs, and SOCs) in the Functionality Test data appear in the appropriate
Qwest adhoc data f i les
Verify that Qwest adhoc data f i les include al l  trouble tickets issued by the
Pseudo-CLEC
Record and resolve discrepancies between the Functionality Test data and
Qwest adhoc data f i les through data requests and/or IWis

.3

: l
3
4

Functional ity Test Data Processing

4

Section 8.5.3 of the MTP requires the calculation of the same performance
measurements calculated from Qwest adhoc data using independently gathered
data to val idate the adhoc calculated results (see also Appendix C of the MTP).
Exclusions for each performance measurement are defined in the PID, however,
many of these are based on data elements not transmitted to the Pseudo-CLEC
(e.g., rate zones, exclusions, dispatch status, f low-through). Thus, Functional i ty
Test data captured by the Pseudo-CLEC are insufficient to calculate the
performance measurements as def ined in the PID. CGE&Y, working jointly
with HPC, the Test Generator, described all  the data elements required to
calculate PID 6.3 measure results in detai l  in the Arizona §27l PID Data
Element Suininary Report. (Appendix ? of  this report) This report also
reflected which of these data elements were independently gathered by the
Pseudo-CLEC .via the gateway notif iers and therefore val idated by CGE&Y as
part of the data reconcil iation process. In the data reconcil iation, CGE&Y
validated whether the Qwest adhoc data matched the Functionality Test data
collected by the Pseudo-CLEC from notif iers transmitted via the gateway. To
the extent that the data reconcil iation uncovered any material  discrepancies
between the two data sources, CGE&Y adjusted the Qwest adhoc data to reflect
the performance observed by the Pseudo-CLEC. Results of this data
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reconci l iation process are documented in CGE&Y's Data Reconci l iation
Report, which is Appendix L to this Final  Report. CGE&Y then used this
"corrected" adhoc data to calculate performance measurement results for the
Pseudo-CLEC and included these results in Section 2.5.4. Performance
measurement results that were obtained using "corrected" adhoc data are
specif ical ly  identif ied in Section 2.5.4.

é

.1
3

The~ PID Data Element Summary Report also identified those data elements
required tO calculate PID compliant measures that are not independently
gathered by a CLEC and are only avai lable through the Qwest adhoc data.
There are 16 total  e lements that fal l  into this category. Each element is
individual ly  l isted in Section 1.5 of the PID Data Element Summary Report. In
addition, there were many key data elements identif ied within this report, that
were independently captured by the Pseudo-CLEC by methods other than
through the gateway notif iers that were available to compare to the
corresponding elements contained within the Qwest adhoc f i les. In order to
ful ly comply with the requirements detai led in Section 8.5.3 of the MTP and
Section 7 .3 .4 of the TSD, CGE&Y identif ied and calculated aggregated
measures (FTMs) that corresponded to the measures identif ied in Appendix C of
the MTP, for which, the Pseudo-CLEC gathered al l  the necessary data elements
from the Functional i ty  Test to perfonn an independent calculation. CGE&Y
calculated results for the same defined measure using the raw data from the
Qwest adhoc fi le . The purpose Of this task was to compare results obtained
using the Pseudo-CLEC's data with the results achieved using Qwest's adhoc to
validate key data elements in the Qwest adhoc data not reconciled in the Data
Reconci l iation Report. The results of these measure calculations are contained
in the Functional i ty  Test Results Comparison Report (FTRC). CGE&Y does
not expect that results calculated from Pseudo-CLEC gathered data and Qwest
adhoc data would match exactly in al l  instances due to the difference in the data
elements used (i .e . ,  Pseudo-CLEC data capmres submission times while  Qwest
adhoc data captures received times). Material  discrepancies in results calculated
from Pseudo-CLEC gathered data and Qwest adhoc data would identify areas
for i iurther investigation to verify if Qwest captures performance data properly.
In certain cases where CGE&Y found that the Qwest adhoc data did not
accurately record data e lements observed by the Pseudo-CLEC, CGE&Y
recalculated PID performance measure results using Pseudo-CLEC gathered
data elements and represented its parity/disparity analysis. Those PID
performance measures that were recalculated in the FTRC are identif ied in
Section 2.5 .4 .

J'

2 .5 .3 .1 Performance Measurement Test Entrance Criteria

In accordance With Section 7.4 of the MTP, prior to commencing the
statistical evaluation of the Functionality Test, the following entrance
cri teria had to be met: '

Version 2.0 128



w

Criterion
>5,

_ 4 »  "z
, 1. '

. ,

Statistical Approach has been designed J

Test orders have been executed by the Pseudo-
CLEC.

J

CGE&Y has recelved all adhoc data from Qwest for
the functionality test phase.

J

CGE&Y has recelved all Functionality Test Data
from the Pseudo-CLEC

l I ,W W
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2.5.4 Analysis

The results of the statistical analysis of Qwest adhoc data and Functionality Test
data are presented in the following sections in a series of tablesdetailing the
results for each performance measurement disaggregation where data are
available. The following definitions of terms used in the tables will assist in
understanding the information communicated by the tables :

3

Z
8

d : Number of (retail) standard deviations distance between CLEC and
retail in the appropriate transformed scale (log for interval measures
and arcsine-square root for binomial measures).

n: The sample size

rd: Risk of concluding parity when there is in fact a material disparity

r0: Risk of concluding disparity when there is in fact (exact) parity

Disparity is determined when the chance of observing a difference at
least as large as observed, assuming exact parity, is less than or equal to
0.05, and the difference observed is materially meaningful. The lower
risk, r0, is presented with the determination.

Dispurityfor interval measures is determined when d > .143 and r0 <
.05

Disparity for binomial measures is determined when d > .0709 and r0
< = .05

Binomial Rate of Success refers to the proportion or percentage of
'activities done correctly'.

Interval measures are measurements based on averages.
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Standard: The comparison standard for the test results. For those
measures with retail analogs, this would be the Qwest retail result that
CLEC results are to be compared to. For those measures without retail
analogs, this would be the benchmark which the CLEC results are to be
compared to .

Parity is determined when the chance of observing a difference at least
as small as observed, assuming material disparity, is less than 0.05 and
difference is not materially meaningful. Thrower risk, rd, is presented

with the determination.

Parity for interval measures is determined when d < .143 and rd<
.05

Parity for binomial measures is determined when d < .0709 and rd<
.05

A determination of parity or disparity is not made in certain situations that are
denoted as follows :

4

8

c InsuffEvid: When neither rt nor rd is less than .2, there is insufficient
data to make any detennination

\

Indeterminate -> DP: When both risks are greater than .05, and r0 <
rd, (or equivalently, d > .143 for interval measures or d > .0709 for
binomial measures), and the criteria for Insuff Evil is not satisfied, then
the situation is described as Indeterminate, Leaning towards Disparity.

Indeterminate ->P: When both risks are greater than .05, and rd < r0,
(or equivalently, d < .143 for interval measures or d < .0709 for
binomial measures), and the criteria for Insuff Evid is not satisfied, then
the situation is described as Indeterminate, Leaning towards Parity.

4

In the case of interval measures, results are presented for both the actual data
(arithmetic) and the log transformed data (log). This may lead to some
confusion for the reader. Qwest provides arithmetic results in its monthly
performance reports. However, there are cases where data indicates that the
results are in parity when looking at the actual data but are out of parity when
looking at the log transformed data. There are other cases where the opposite is
true, In many cases the two methods agree.

When the two methods disagree in their outcome it is an indication that the
underlying data sets exhibit different measures of spread and skewness. In these
cases, the logarithmic result is determinative as per Section 9 of the TSD, andjis
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Feb 01 187 0

Mar 01 >50 35

Apr 01 145 116
May 01 0 172

Jun 01 0 0

Jan 01 92 15

ERNST & YOUNG

A 9 I
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CGE&Y's best determination of whether or not parity or disparity exists. In the
following discussions, CGE&Y will primarily focus on the logarithmic results.

2.5.4.1 Qwest Adhoc Data Calculations

The results of the Functionality Test Performance MeasureMent
Evaluation are detailed and summarized in the following tables and
paragraphs :

Pre-Drder/Order Response Times

Pre-order response time (PO-1) measures were calculated in the
Capacity Test. Refer to Section 4. 1 ,3 of the Capacity Test Report for
the results.

Gateway Availibilitv (GA- 1 )

Measure Description:
GA-lA: Measures the availability of the MA (Interconnect Mediated
Access-graphical user interface), and reports the percentage of .
Scheduled Up Time the MA interface is available for view and/or
order processing.

a
9

Findings:
As illustrated in the above table, the Pseudo-CLEC reported more than
fifty minutes of downtime in March. Four outages were recorded
during this period for which two were intermittent, and therefore no
"end of outage time" was recorded. The other two outages totaled hhy
minutes of downtime.

Down times which the Pseudo-cLEC observed on the IMA-GUI
determined to be attributed to Qwest .exceeded the down times reported
by Qwest during the months of January, February, March and April;
therefore, AZIWOl198 was issued.
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Feb-01 0 751

Mar-01 0 30

Apr-01 0 159

May-01 0 250

Jun-01 0 0

Jan-01 0 205

Final Repoll of the Qwest OSS Test

In response to this IWO, the evidence provided by Qwest supports that
its procedures for documenting gateway outages is in compliance with
the PID. Several of the outages found would count towards GA-l under
Qwest's current interpretation of the definition of "outage" for GA-1 in
place since August. However, under the prior interpretation of the
definition of "outage," they were excluded. This IWO has therefore
been closed.

\

Gateway Availibilitv (GA-2)

Measure Descrqytion :
GA-2: Measures the availability of the EDI interface, and reports the
percentage of scheduled time the EDI interface is available.

3

Findings: ,
There were no Qwest~caused gateway outages for the IMA-EDI
interface observed by the Pseudo-CLEC.

Electronic Flow-Through (PO-2)

Measure Descrqvtion :
PO-2 measures the percentage of electronically submitted LSRs that
flow from the electronic gateway interface to the SOP without falling
out for manual intervention. Flow-through rates are highly dependent
on the training and expertise of the CLECs. Significant differences
between PseudmCLEC and aggregate CLEC results may be due to lack
of training. In addition, the nature of Pseudo-CLEC LSRs may be
materially different from those issued by commercial CLECs. CGE&Y
recognizes that due to requirements of the test, the mix of Pseudo-
CLEC issued LSRs may differ substantially from a commercial CLEC .
Disaggregations include flow-through percentage for all LSRs and for
those LSRs classified as flow-through eligible by interface type. The
standard for this measure is a benchmark that has not yet been
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I
§Table 2.5.4.1a ~» P0-2A-i .-»-» Electronic Flow-through for

LSRs Received via IMA-GUI (Percent)

Product
3

Standard
E

Pseudo-
CLEC
Resifts

Aggregate
CLEC
Results

Pseudo-
CLEC vs.
Standard

Aggregate
CLEC vs.
Standard

LNP TBD 0.00%
Hz 5

51.72%
nc 23267 NA NA

Resale
Aggregate

TBD 13.9200
n:  474

55.3900
n: 31716 NA N/A

Unbundled
Loop Age

TBD 32.68%
n: 153

7.0600
n: 6738 NA NA

UNE-P (POTS) TBD
19.7000
n: 198

30.9900
n: 284 NA N/A

if
€

Table 2.5.4.1b . P()-2A-2 Electronic Flow-through for
LSRs 2eceived, via MA EDI (Percent)

Product
8

Standard
Pseudo-
C L E C

Results

Aggregate
CLEC
Results

Pseudo-
CLEC vs;
Standard

Aggregate
CLEC VS~
Standard

LNP TBD 100.0%
n: 1

6.27%
n: 1004 N/A NA

Resale
Aggregate

TBD 15.07%
n: 438

68.74%
n: 7426 N/A N/A

Unbundled Loop
Age.

TBD
2.25%
n: 89

5.3500
n: 4918 NA N/A

UNE-P (POTS) TBD
16.52%
n: 224

25.0000
n: 4 NA NA

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

determined ("TBD"). All results are for informational purposes and for
discussion in setting an appropriate benchmark.

Findings:
No performance standards were available for this measure, therefore no
findings are provided. i

Findings:
No performance standards were available for this measure, thus no
findings are provided.
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Table 2.5.4.1c - P0-2B-1 - Electronic Flow-through fur All Eligible
LSRs Received via IMA,-GUI (Percent)

Product Standard
Pseudo*
C L E C
Results

Aggregate
CLEC
Results

Fseucio-
CLEC vs.
Standard

Aggregate
CLEC vs.
Standard

LNP TBD See note #1
72.7600

Hz 16538 NA NA

Resale
Aggregate

TBD
24.91%
Hz 265

77.51%
n: 22666 NA NA

Unbundled Loop
Age.

TBD
67.57%
Hz 74

33.3300
n: 1428 N/A NA

UNE-P (POTS) TBD
43.82%
nz 89

42.1100
n: 209

NA NA

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

J

.

\

Note 1: The table cell is vacant due to no available data.

Findings:
No performance standards were available for this measure, therefore no
Endings are provided.

3

The percentage of eligible LSRs that flow through was the subject of
AZIWO2l13. Earlier in the test phase, the standard for comparison
was parity with Qwest retail. CLEC results were significantly worse
than Qwest retail results. The PID was subsequently revised to show
the standard as "TBD for PO-2." CGE&Y notes that the large disparity
between Pseudo-CLEC and aggregate CLEC flow-through rates for
resale can be partially explained by the fact that most of the Pseudo-
CLEC data for this product occurred in the January through March
timeframe, and flow-through rates have improved substantially in
subsequent months. For the period December 21, 2000 through
February 2001 resale flow-through rates were 12.7% (21/l66); During
March 2001 resale flow-through rates were 37.7% (29/77). Resale
flow-through rates for the period April through June 2001 were 72.7%
(16/22). During the retest period, 17 Pseudo-CLEC and 5,404
Commercial CLEC flow-through eligible LSRs submitted via
IMA/GUI exhibited flow-through rates of 76.47% and 90.84%
respectively.
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Table 2.5.4.1d -»-» P0-2B-2 - Electronic Flow~through for Au
Eligible LSRs received via MA EDI (Percent)

Product Standard
Pseudo-
C L E C
Results

Aggregate
CLEC
Results

Pseudo-
CLEC vs.
Standard

Aggregate
CLEC vs.
Standard

LNP TBD
100.00 o

n ' 1
30.2900
n :  2 0 8 NA NA

Resale
Aggregate

TBD
64.7100
n :  1 0 2

90.5100
Hz 5640 NA NA

Unbundled
Loop Age

TBD
40.0000
n: 5

32.0300
n :  8 2 1 NA NA

UNE-P (POTS) TBD
50.68%
n: 73

33.3300
n :  3 NA NA

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Findings:
No performance standards were available for this measure, therefore no
findings are provided. ` 8

1

3
8

The percentage of eligible LSRs that flow-through was the subject of
AZIWO2 l 13. (see also, PO-2B-l) During the retest period, 8 Pseudo-
CLEC and 2,777 Commercial CLEC flow-through eligible LSRs
submitted via IMA/EDI exhibited flow-through rates of 75.00% and
86.82% respectively.

LSR Rejection Notice Interval PO-3

Measure Description:
PO~3 measures the interval between the receipt of a LSR to a rejection
notification. Disaggregations include rejected LSRs submitted
electronically and returned manually, rejected LSRs submitted and
returned electronically, and rejected LSRs submitted and returned
manually. The benchmark standards agreed upon by the TAG for this
measure are 12 hours for manual rejects via MA and EDI, 18 seconds
for automated rejects via MA and EDI, and 24 hours for fully manual
rejects. CGE&Y was not provided Qwest raw data with transaction
types for automated rejects. Only totals were found in the adhocj The
automated reject data results for aggregate CLECs are based on
Qwest's published perfonnance results and includes data from Qwest's
entire l4-state operating region. Consequently, no logarithmic results
are provided below.
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Table 2.5.4.1e - ro_3@A, B & C) - LSR Rejection Notice Interval

Interface
Rejection

Type

4

Standard
9 ¢

Pseudo-
TCL EC
Results

Aggregate
CLEC Results

Pseudo-
CLEC vs.
Standard

Aggregate
CLEC vs.
Standard

EDI

Manual 12:00:00

n :

Log: 6:45:58
Arith:

12:10:58
181

Log: 1.01127
Arlth: 5:27:45

Hz 1333
Fail Pass

Auto 0:00:18
Log: 2.27

Arith: 3.83
n: 1236

Arlth: 10.65
n:48272

Pass Pass

Fax
Manual &

HIS
24:00:00 See note #1

Log: 9:58:20
Arith. 20.04.08

n' 1723

See note
#1

Pass

MA

Manual 12:00:00
n :

Log: 2:24:20
Arith: 6:03:25

118

Log: 1:06:39
Arith: 4:12:11

nr 4110
Pass Pass

Auto 0:00:18
Log. 1.89

Arith: 3.28
n: 1232

Ardath. 7.70
H: 122239

Pass Pass

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

9

Note 1: The table cel l  is vacant due to no available data.

L

Findings:
Performance results demonstrate Qwest is providing CLECs with
timely rejection notices. Pseudo-CLEC results for EDI-received
manually rejected LSRs were the only disaggregation in which the
standard was not met for either the Pseudo-CLEC or aggregate CLECs.
CGE&Y issued AZIWOI 108 for this performance failure. However,
as this performance failure was by only l l minutes and does not appear
to be competitively significant when considered with commercial
CLEC results, CGE&Y closed AZIW01108. CGE&Y notes that
during the retest period, the 36 GUI and 42 Pseudo-CLEC EDI LSRs
rejected manually had average reject notification intervals of 5:33:48
and 2:55:36, respectively, both well under the 12-hour benchmark.
Commercial CLEC manual rejection notification intervals also
improved to: GU1: 2:20:49 (n=978), EDI: 2:09:37 (n=87l), and Fax:
7:43:44 (n=295). ,

Percent LSRs Rejected PO-4

M e a s u r e  D e s c r n u t i o n  :
PO-4 measures the percentage of LSRs submitted that are rejected for
standard categories of errors/reasons. Disaggregations include LSRs
electronical ly received/manually returned and electronical ly
received/electronical ly returned by interface type, and manually
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Table 2.5.4.1f - PO-4 .- LSRS Rejected

Interface
Rejection

Type
Standard

Pseud O;-
CLEC
Results

Aggregate
CLEC
Results

Pseudo-
CLEC vs.
Standard

Aggregate
CLEC vs.
Standard

EDI

Manual N/A 8.3600
n: 2226

9,1600
n: 14559

NA NA

Auto NA 55.60%
n: 2223

19.0800
n: 253056

NA NA

Fax
Manual &

HIS
N/A See note #1

13.6700
n: 12606

NA NA

MA

Manual NA 5.2600
n. 2243

6.21°o
nz 66188

NA NA

Auto NA 55.5700
n: 2217

24.3l°o
no 502800

NA NA

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

submitted/manual ly  returned LSRs. This measure is reported for
diagnostic purposes only, therefore there is no applicable standard.

J

3
3

Note 1: The table cell  is vacant due to no available data.
I

Findings:
No performance standards were avai lable for this measure, therefore no
Endings are provided.

Reject rates for the Pseudo-CLEC and aggregate CLECs are similar for
manual  re jects v ia MA and EDI. However, automated re jects for the
Pseudo-CLEC are signif icantly  higher than for aggregate CLECs.
Based on the data supplied to CGE&Y for AZIWO2l 14, it is the
opinion of CGE&Y that the rejects were attributable to Pseudo-CLEC
input errors and not attributable to QWest gateway systems. Therefore,
CGE&Y recommends that aggregate CLEC results be used for any
performance evaluation.

During the retest period, Commercial CLEC manual rejection rates
were 4.80% of20,388 GUI-submitted LSRs, 13.06% of 6667 EDIT
submitted LSRs, and 7.96% of 3705 LSRs submitted by Fax.

\

Firm Order Confirmations (FOCs) On Time PO-5
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Table 2.5.4.Ig - P0-SA-1 - FOCi On-Time for Fully Electronic
LSRs Received via IMA-GUI (Percent)

Product Standard
Pseudo-
CLEC
Results

Aggregate
CLEC
Results

Hseudo-
CLEC vs,
Standard

Aggregate
CLEC vs.
Standard

LNP 95% See note #1
99.5800

n: 12033
See note

#1
Pass

Resale Aggregate 95%
100.0%
n: 105

99.46%
Hz 17657

Pass Pass

Unbundled Loop
Age.

95°o
100.000
Hz 50

95.1700
n: 476

Pass Pass

Table 2.5.4.}h - PO~5A-2. FOes On Time for Fully Electronic
LSRs Received via MA El)I (Percent)

Product Standard
»  4

9

I'seudo-
CLEC

S

Aggregate
CLEC
Resultsv

Pseudo-
CLEC vs.
Standard

Aggregate
CLEC vs.
Standard

LNP 95%
100.000

n: 1
98.41%
n: 63 Pass Pass

Resale Aggregate 95°  o
99.03%
n: 103

99.2200
n: 5106

Pass Pass

Unbundled Loop
Age.

95%
100.000
n :  2

96.96°o
Hz 263

Pass Pass

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Measure Deserqation:
PO-5 measures the percentage of FOCs received within the standard
interval. This measure is evaluated against a benchmark that has been
agreed upon by the TAG. The standard for fully electronic FOCs (PO-
5A) is 20 minutes. The standard for electronically submitted and
manually returned FOCs (PO-5B) is 24-72 hours depending on the
product. The standard interval for fully manual FGCs (PO-5C) is 24
hours plus the standard interval in PO-5B. The standard interval for
failed flow-through FOCs (PO-5E) is six hours. This measure and the
subject of missing notifiers were addressed in AZIWOI 140. After
Mrther retesting, CGE&Y found that all notifiers were properly
delivered, and this IWO was closed.

i

s
5

Note 1: The table cell is vacant due to no available data.

Findings:
Results for fully electronic FOCs via MA GUI indicate that the
Pseudo-CLEC and aggregate CLECs both met the benchmark for all
product types.
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Table 2.5.4.1i- P0-5B-1 "1 FOCi On Time for Electronic/Manual
LSRs Received

via IMA-GUI (Percent)

Product Standard
Pseudo»-
C L E C

Results

Aggregate
CLEC
Results

Pseuda-
CLEC vs,
Standard

Aggregate
CLEC vs.
Standard

LNP 900 o
100.000

n :  4
97 .56%

Hz 10605
Pass Pa ss

Resale Aggregate 90%
90.55%
n: 614

97.0900
no 14455

Pa ss P a ss

Unbundled Loop
Age.

90°  0
96.6300
n :  8 9

96.l4°o
Hz 4146

Pa ss Pa ss

Table 2.5.4.1j - P0-5TB~2' - FOCi' On Time for Electronic/Manual
» LSRs Received .

"via MA EDI (percent)

Product Standard"
Psexxdo-
CLEC
Results

Aggregate
QLEC
Results

Pseudo-
CLEC vs.
Standard

Aggregate
CLEC vs.
Standard

LNP 900o See note #1
80.1500
nz 811

See note

#1
Fail

Resa le Aggrega te 90°  o
78.23%
n: 542

98.06%
n: 2315 Fail Pa ss

Unbundled Loop
Age.

90°  o
95.77%
n: 71

97.37%
Ni 1747

Pa ss Pa ss

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Findings:
Results for fully electronic FOCs via EDI demonstrate that the Pseudo-
CLEC and aggregate CLECs both met the benchmark for all product
types.

Findings;
Results for electronic/manual FOCs via MA GUI indicate that the
Pseudo-CLEC and aggregate CLECs both met the benchmark for all
product types.

.

\

Note 1: The table cell is vacant due to no available data.

Findings:
CGE&Y issued AZIW02108 regarding the low rate of on time resale
aggregate FOCs for the Pseudo-CLEC for electronic/manual FOCs via
EDI. However, aggregate CLECs are exceeding the 90 percent
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LNP 90% See note #1
72.73%
Hz 110

See note #1 Fail

Resale Aggregate 90% See note #I
94.89%

n: 8692
See note #1

Pass

Unbundled LOOP
Age 90% See note #1

92.08%
n: 101

See note #1
Pass

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

benchmark for  thi s  d i saggregat ion.  In i ts  response  to AzIwo2l08 ,
Qwest indicated that the performance fai lure was due to the inclusion
of a mix of Centrex and Complex Resale products in the March through
June 2001 time period, that are not previously high volume products in
the state of Arizona. Qwest also indicated i t made system and process
improvements to the FOC processes, providing additional focus on the
Centrex and Complex Resale products. Due to the fact that commercial
CLECs do not presently order sufficient volumes of these products to
test Qwest's FOC timeliness, additional testing of Centrex and
Complex Resale  LSRs was performed to veri fy  Qwest 's system
improvements .

During the retest, out of 74 Pseudo-CLEC Resale LSRs submitted
electronical ly  via IMA/EDI and processed manual ly , 97.30% received
a POC on time. As this exceeded the 90% benchmark, AZIWO2l08
was c losed. Of 943 such commerc ial  CLEC LSRs, 99.15% rece ived a
FOC on time.

There was no Pseudo-CLEC data for LNP, but results for aggregate
CLECs indicate a problem exists. CGE&Y i ssued AZIWO2l26 in
response to this performance fai lure. During the retest period, out of
21 l  Commercial  CLEC LNP LSRs submitted e lectronical ly  via
IMA/EDI and processed manual ly ,  l00% rece ived a FOC on time. As
this exceeded the 90% benchmark, AZIWO2l26 was c losed.

The Pseudo-CLEC and a g g r e g a t e CLECs both meet the benchmark for
Unbundled Loop Aggregate .

Note l : The table cel l  is vacant due to no avai lable data.

Findings:
No Pseudo-CLEC data is avai lable  for fu l ly  manual  FOCs. Aggregate
CLEC results fai led to meet the 90 percent benchmark for LNP. As a
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Table 2.5.4.}1 - P0-5]8I-1 - F()Cs on Time for Failed Flow-through
LSRS for MA-GUI(Business Hours: Minutes)

Product Standard
Pseudo-
CLEC
Results

Aggregate
CLEC
Results

Pseudo-
CLEC vs.
Standard

Aggregate
CLEC vs.
Standard

See note #1
Log: 0:00:40
Arith. 0:54:31

n: 4368
See note #1 Pass

Resale
Aggregate

6}1rs See note #1
Log: 1:48:14

Arith: 4:17'33
n '  4

See note #1
Pass

Unbundled
Loop Age.

6 hrs
Log: 0:05:48

Arith: 1:45:40
Hz 13

Log: 0:22:09
Arith: 1'57:20

n: 821
Pass Pass

LNP 6 hls

Table 2.5.4.1nI - P0-5E-2 - FOCi On Time for Failed Flaw-
through LSRs for MA EDI (Business H0urs:Minulzes)

Product Standard
Pseudo-
C L E C
Results

Aggregate
CLEC

' Results

Pseudn-
CLEC vs.
S t a f an i

Aggregate
CLEC vs.
Standard

See note #1
n :

Log: l :02:31
Arith: 7:50:16

123
See note #1 Fall

Unbundled
Loop Age,

6 hrs
Log: 0:03:07

Arith: 0:20:42
n:  3

Log: 1:00:01
Arith' 1'57:21

n:  50 ]
Pass Pass

LNP 6 hrs

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

result, CGE&Y issued AzIwo2l26. During the retest period, out of
23 LNP LSRs submitted by commercial CLECs via fax, 95.65%
received a FOC on time. As a result, AZIW02126 was closed.

Commercial CLEC resale and Unbundled Loop Aggregate results
exceeded the benchmark.

\

1

Note 1: The table cell is vacant due to no available data.

Findings:
Results for the Pseudo-CLEC and aggregate 'CLECs met the established
benchmark for all products where data was available. ,
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?Table 2.5.4.1n - PO-6A&B - Work Completion, otijicatian
(I-Iours:M1'nutes)

Interface Standard
Pseudo~CLEC

Results

»

1~

Aggregate
CLEC Results

Psetx<¥o-
QLlECvs.
Standérci

Aggregate
CLEC vs.
Standard

Log: 2:25:04
Arith: 7:30:00

n: 297

Log: 3:30131
Arith: 10:05:39

n: 16658
NA NA

MA EDI TBD
Log: 2:42:51

Arith: 7:55:40
n: 212

Log: 2:57:33
Arith: 3:57:06

Hz 1408
NA NA

MA GUI TBD

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Note 1: The table cel l  is vacant due to no available data.

Findings:
Pseudo-CLEC and aggregate CLEC results for Unbundled Loop
Aggregate met the establ ished 6-hour benchmark. However, Aggregate
CLEC results missed the 6-hour benchmark for LNP. In response,
CGE&Y issued AZIW02126. During the  re test,  the  average FOC
interval  for the 9 LNP LSRs submitted by commercial  CLECs was
l :05 :46 .  As this met the  6-hour benchmark,  AZIWO2l26 was c losed.

Work Completion Notification PO-6

1
8

8
i

Measure Deserqrtion:
PO-6 measures the average interval from the time an order is posted as
complete in WFA to the time electronic notification is transmitted to
the CLEC. Due to the receipt of several corrected adhoc data sets for
work completion notifications, data used in the analysis consists of part
of April arid all of May, June, and July 2001. Qwest indicated earlier
data were unreliable, therefore they were not used. Disaggregations are
based on interface type (MA GUI and MA EDI). The benchmark
standard for this measure has not yet been determined.

Findings:
No performance standards were avai lable for this measure, therefore no
findings are provided.

\
Bil l ing Completion Notif ication PO-7 .
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Table 25.4.10 - P0-'7A8zB - Billing Completion Notiiicétiion
(Hours:Mim1tes)

In

Interface Standard
Pseudo-
CLEC
Results

Aggregaite
CLEC'
Results

Pseudo
CLEC vs.
Standard

Aggregate
CLEC vs.
Standard

95 57%
n: 384

95.3400
Hz 24572

Parity
d=0.030,
rd=.000

Parity
d=0.035,
m=.000

MA EDI 96.71%
n: 1744685

95.8100
n :  1 9 ]

99.0500
n :  3 6 7 6

Parity
d~0.024,
rd=.003

Parity
d -.085,
rd=.000

MA GUI 96.71%
Hz 1744685

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Measure Descrqition:
PO-7 measures the percentage of billing completion notifications that
are transmitted tO the CLEC within four business days of posting in
SOP. Due to the receipt of several Corrected adhoc data sets for billing
notifications, data used in the analysis consists of part of April and all
of May, June, and July2001. Qwest indicated earlier data were
unreliable, therefore they were not used. Disaggregations are based on
interface type (LMA GUI and MA EDI) and the standard for
comparison is parity with Qwest retail results.

8

I
1

Findings:
Pseudo-CLEC and commercial CLEC results for both MA and EDI
interfaces demonstrate parity with Qwest retail results .

Jeopardy Notice Interval PO-8

Measure Descrnztion:
PO-8 measures the average time, for those orders placed in jeopardy
status prior to the due date, from when the customer is first notified that
the order is in jeopardy to the original due date for the order.
Disaggregations are based on product type and the standard for
comparison is parity with Qwest retail results. The Qwest retail
comparative results are not disaggregated by product type. CGE&Y
recalculated performance results for PO-8 based on the findings of
AzIwol220. (See FTRC Report, Section 3.7.)
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Table 2.5.4.1p - PO-8 - Jeopardy Notice Interval

Product Standard
Pseudo-
CLEC
Results

Aggregate
CLEC
Results

Pseudo-CLEC
vs. Standard

Aggregate
CLEC vs.
Standard

n:

Log: 1.91
Arith: 2.42

12

Log: 1.50
Arith: 2.25
N: 153

Log. Insuff Evil
d=0.175, r0=.273,

rd-.351

InsuffEvid
d=0.165, r0=.284,

rd .338

Log: Disparity
d 0.348,r0 .000

Arith: Disparity
d 0.173,r0 .017

Unbundled
Loop and
Number

Portability

Log: 2.41
Arith: 5.59
n: 9018

Log: 2.30
Arith: 2.33

n: 3

Log: 3.10
Arith: 4.45

n: 189

Log: Insuff Evid
d 0.036, r0=.475,

rd=.333

Insuff Evid
d-0.169, r0~.385,

rd=.420

Log: Parity
d=-.l98, rd=.000

Arith: Parity
d=0.059, rd=.001

Non-
Designed

Log: 2.41
Arith: 5.59
n: 9018

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

s

Findings:
For non-designed services, aggregate CLEC jeopardy intervals were
significantly shorter than for Qwest retail customers. Pseudo-CLEC
information was insufficient. CGE&Y issued AZIW02109 for
jeopardy notice intervals for non-designed services. CGE&Y analyzed
commercial CLEC results for September through October 2001 to
determine if the issues in AZIW02109 had been resolved. While there
has been improvement in PO-8 for non-designed services, increasing
logarithmic average jeopardy intervals to 1.88 days, this improvement
has been insufficient to achieve a parity finding. Commercial CLEC
results are now indeterminate leaning towards disparity (d=0.l 77,
r0=. l68.). CGE&Y closed AZIWO2l09 and submitted the results to
the TAG.

3

Pseudo-CLEC data were insufficient for Unbundled Loop and Number
Portability orders. However, aggregate CLEC results demonstrate that
CLECs received jeopardy notification intervals in parity with Qwest
retail operations. _

Timelv Jeopardy Notices PO-9

Measure Descrqation:
PO-9 measures the percentage of orders that miss the original due date
that were provided advance jeopardy notification. Disaggregations are
based on product type and the standard of comparison is parity with
Qwest retail results. CGE&Y recalculated performance results for PO-
9 based on the findings of AzIwo2l30. (See FTRC Report,
Section 3.8)
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Table 2.5.4.1q - PO~9 -»  Timely Jeopardy Notices (At MA)

Product Standard
Pseudo-
CLE C
R€s!l.lfs

Aggregate
CLQEC
Results

Pseudo-
CLEC vs.
Standard

Aggregate CLEC
vs. Standard

Non-Designed
34.72%

n: 19517
37.0400
n: 27

23.0800
n: 468

Parity
d=-.024,
rd=.030

Disparity
d 0.129, r0=.000

UNE-P
(POTS)

34.7200
n: 19517

0.0000

Hz 7

0.00%
n: 2

Disparity
d=0.630,
r0=.027

Indeterminate -2 DP
d=0.630, r0=.15]

Unbundled
Loop and
Number

Portability

34.72°o
n: 19517

100.000
n: 1

48.0200
n: 177

Parity
d -.941,
rd=.030

Parity
d=-.135, rd".000

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Findings:
Pseudo-CLEC results for non-designed services receiving a timely
jeopardy notification were in parity with Qwest retail results. However,
aggregate CLEC results show a significant disparity with retail results.
This disparity was the subject of AZIW02109. CGE&Y analyzed
commercial CLEC results for September through October 2001 to
determine if the issues identified in AZIWO2l09 had been resolved.
Commercial results indicate that Qwest's manual tracking effort to
improve jeopardy notification improved advance jeopardy notification
rates provided to commercial CLECs to 59% to achieve a (better than)
Parity result (d=-.277, rd=.000). CGE&Y closed AZIWO2l09 and
submitted the results to the TAG.

For Unbundled Loop and Number Portability orders, aggregate CLEC
results show that nearly half the time the due date was missed, a timely
jeopardy notification was transmitted. Pseudo-CLEC results reveal that
for the only due date that was missed, prior jeopardy notification was
received. Both results indicate that the percentage of jeopardy
notifications received by CLECs in advance of the due date is at parity
with retail. For UNE-P missed due dates, neither the Pseudo-CLEC nor
aggregate CLECs received prior notification in any case. This is a
disparity for the Pseudo-CLEC and was the subject of AZIWO2 l l l .
CGE&Y finds that the low number of observations for UNE-P
jeopardies are insufficient to make any final determinations. It is not
possible to test for jeopardy timeliness as jeopardies are hot planned.
In addition, current commercial CLECs are not experiencing sufficient
missed due dates for UNE-P orders to properly evaluate jeopardy
timeliness. Qwest only missed two UNE-P installation commitments
for commercial CLECs during the Functionality Test period. During
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89,58%
n: 96

85.24%
n: 569

Parity
d=0.025, rd=.020

Disparity
d=0.09l, r0=.000

Centrex 21
89.43%
nr 3518

See note
#1

98.18%
n: 55 See note #1

Parity .
d=-.196, rd=.000

ISDN BRS
71.67%
n: 180 I

100.0%
n:

See note
#1

Indeterminate --> P
d=~.561 rd=. 199 See note #1

PBX
81.90%
no 221

100,0%
n: l

See note
#1

Insufficient Evidence
d=-.439, r0=.680,

rd=.256
See note #1

Residential
95.42%

nr 128333
88.89%
n: 45

95.60%
no 3000

Disparity
d=0.124, r0=.018

Parity
d=-.004, rd=.000

UNE-P
(POTS)

94.79%
n: 150269

95.05%
n: 101

85.71%
n: 7

Parity
d=-.006, rd=.007

Indetenninate --> DP
d=0.157, r0=.140

Business
91.08%

Ni 21936

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

the retest, Qwest met all 31 UNE-P due dates for the Pseudo-CLEC.
CGE&Y finds this persuasive evidence that CLECs are not being
competitively harmed by late UNE-P jeopardy notices. However,
should Qwest performance for UNE-P installation commitments met
decline, CGE&Y recommends reevaluating Qwest's performance for
UNE-P jeopardy timeliness comparing commercial CLEC results
against Qwest retail.

Installation Commitments Met OP-3

Measure Descrqrtion:
OP-3 measures the percentage of installations that are completed by the
scheduled due date. Disaggregations include dispatches within MSAs,
dispatches outside MSAs, and no dispatches. Designed services are
disaggregated by dispatches within Interval Zone One and dispatches
within Interval Zone Two. The standard of comparison for this
measure is parity with Qwest retail results except for unbundled 2 wire
analog loops, which are measured against a 90 percent benchmark.
CGE&Y recalculated performance results for OP-3 based on the
findings 0fAzIwo2l30. (See FTRC Report, Section 4.l.)
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100.0/
n. 2

53.85/
n. 13

Insufficient Evldence
d 327, r0 684

rd 237

Dxsparlty
000d 0.420, r0

Centrex 2 l 87.34/
n. 237

See note
#1

100 .0 /
n .  2 See note #1

Insufficient Evldence
d 364, r0 704,

rd 218

Resldentxal
9 2 .4 8 /

n. 13326
100.0/
n. 5

93.75 /
n .  8 0 d

> P
159

Indetenmnate
278, rd d

Panty
025 , rd 007

UNE P
(POTS)

92.10/
n. 15444

1 0 0 .0 /
n .  6

See note
#1

Indetermina te > P
d 285, rd 133 See note #1

Business
89.71/
n. 2118

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Note 1: The table cell is vacant due to no available data.

Findings:
Pseudo-CLEC results for Business installation commitments met were
in parity with QweSt retail results. However, commercial CLEC results
are in disparity with Qwest retail results. This disparity is associated
with the future performance assurance process and is out of the scope
of the Arizona §27l engagement.

Qwest failed to provide the Pseudo-CLEC with parity service for
Residential orders. Qwest failed to meet its scheduled installation
commitment for 5 of the 45 Pseudo-CLEC appointments. CGE&Y
issued AZIWOZI 10 for this disparity. During the retest period, Qwest
met all 4 dispatched Residential installation commitments. When
considered with commercial CLEC results, which are in parity, and
Pseudo-CLEC residential installation results outside an MSA, it is the
opinion of CGE&Y that Qwest meets dispatched residential installation
commitments at acceptable levels.

Pseudo-CLEC results for UNE-P installation commitments met were in
parity with Qwest retail results.

There were no Pseudo-CLEC data for Centrex 21 installations.
Commercial CLEC results were in parity with Qwest retail results.

Note 1: The table cell is vacant due to no available data.
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99.40%
n: 166

98.47%
nz 3212

Parity
d=-.029, rd=.002

Parity
d=0.017, rd=.000

Centrex 21
98.29%

no 8459
100.0%
Hz 32

99.33%
Hz 300

Indeterminate -> P
d=-.131, rd".057

Parity .
d=-.050, rd=.000

ISDN BRS
92.92%
n: 113

100.0%
Hz '19

100.0%

no 1
Parity

d=-.269, rd=.039

Insufficient
Evidence

d=-.269, r0=.608,
rd=.332

Megabit
99.11%

no 10128
100.0%
nz 1

100.0%
n; 2

Insufficient Evidence
d=-.094, r0=.538,

rd=.405

Insufficient
Evidence

d=-.094, r0=.553,
rd=.367

PBX
98.66%
n: 599

100.0%

Hz 22

100.0%

Hz 5
Indeterminate --> P
d=-.116, rd=.112

Insufficient
Evidence

d=-.116, r0=.602,
rd=.279

Residential
99.73%

no 705441
97.33%
n: 187

99.38%
n: 12668

Disparity
d=0.l 12, r0-.000

Parity
d-0.026, rd=.000

UNE-P
(POTS)

99.69%
n: 737937

99.53%
n: 212

100.0%
n: 245

Parity
d=0.D13, rd=.005

Parity
d=-.056, rd=.001

Business
98.87%

n: 32495

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Findings:
Rural non-designed dispatched orders were not a focus of the Third
Parry Test on an individual product basis, so there was insufficient
Pseudo-CLEC evidence to draw definitive conclusions within the
product groups tested in this disaggregation. However, all of the 13
such orders were provisioned on time, including all five Residential
orders. In addition, aggregate CLEC results are in parity for
Residential orders. Therefore, CGE&Y finds that Qwest is providing
CLECs with parity service for dispatched residential installation
appointments net outside a MSA.

Commercial CLEC resultsffor dispatched business orders outside
MSAs indicated a lower rate of on-time commitments (54%) than
Retail (90%), Future commercial results will determine if the issues
relating to this disparity have been resolved.

Findings:
Arncng non-dispatched service orders, Pseudo-CLEC results
demonstrate that the rate at which Qwest met scheduled installation
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Table 2.5.4.Iu - OP-31) j* Inétéllaticn Commitments Met (Percent)
"  ' - terrI Zone Gne (AIHY) * ,

Product Standard
Psixd0*
CEEC.
Results

Aggregate
CLEC
Results

Pseudo» -CLEQ vs.
Standard

Aggregate CLEC
vs. Standard

100.000

n: 1

See note
#1

Insufficient Evidence
d--.347, r0-.641,

rd= 298
See note #1

ISDN BRS
93.64° D

n: 1400
80.00%
n' 10

100.0%
n: 13

Disparlty
d-0.209, r0-.039

Indeterminate --> P
d=-.255, rd=.066

Megabit
93.68%

nz 14775

100.0%
Hz 3

100.000
n: 1

Insufficient Evidence
d-- 254, r0=.674,

rd=.234

InsufHc1ent Evidence
d=-.254, r0=.602,

rd-.338

PBX
89.8600
D' 207

100.000
n: l

100.0%
n: 7

Insufficient Evidence
d=- 324, r0-.63 l,

rd-.308

Indetenninate --2 P
d--.324, rd=.095

Unbundled
Loop ADSL

95,710»>
n: 25110

100.0%
n: 2

100.0%
Hz 6

Insufficient Evldence
d-- 209, r0=.618,

rd=.303

Indetemunate -»~ P
d-- 209, rd*.l85

Unbundled 2
Were Analog 90.0%

100.0° 0

n: 79

99.55%
n: 6825

Pass Pass

DSO
88.4300

no 1z1

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

appointments for Business, ISDN BRS and UNE-P orders was in parity
with Retai l .  Commercial  CLEC results were also in pari ty  for these
products where suff ic ient data were avai lable . While Pseudo-.CLEC
Residential  orders were provisioned on-time at a lower rate than retai l
Residential  orders, commercial  CLEC results were in parity  with Qwest
retai l .  The disparity  for Pseudo-CLEC residential  results was the
subject 0fAZIWO2l 10. CGE&Y f inds that Qwest meets over 97
percent of instal lation commitments for the Pseudo-CLEC and 99
percent for commercial  CLECs. During the retest, Qwest met al l  30
non-dispatched Residential  instal lation commitments. Therefore, in the
opinion of CGE&Y, Qwest is meeting residential  instal lation
commitments for its competitors at an acceptable level .

In addition, the Pseudo-CLEC Centrex 21 and PBX results leaned in
the direction of parity, although their sample size as individual products
was insufficient for a statistically significant determination.
Commercial CLEC results also demonstrated parity of on-time
provisioning for non-dispatched Centrex 21 orders.

l

Note 1: The table cel l  is vacant due to no available da t a .
r
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Table 2.5.4.1v 1. 9p 8 - Instéllaticm Commitments Met (Percent)
' Ingervai Zone Two (A/HN)

Product

w

Standard

4

phaa*
.CLEC

' Rules *

Aggrega
re

CLEC
Results

Pseudo-CLEC vs.
Standard

Aggregate CLEC
vs. Standard

100.0%
n. SO

See note
#1

Parity
d=-.318, rd=.001 See note #1

ISDN BRS
86.53%
n: 193

50.00° 0

n: 2

See note
#1

Indeterminate -> DP
d-0.410, r0=.066 See note #1

PBX
90.28%
n: 72

See note
#1

100.0%

Hz 2
See note #1

Insufficient Evidence
d--.317, r0'.676,

rd-.245

Unbundled 2
Wire Analog

90.0%
100.0%
Hz 1

100.0%
Ni l Pass Pass

DSO
90.20%
n: 102

Final RepQ11: of the Qwest OSS Test

Findings:
Among designed service orders in Interval Zone One, Pseudo-CLEC
results indicated a disparity with Qwest retail for ISDN BRS. This
disparity was the subject of AZIWOZI 10. However, this disparity was
based on only ten observations and Qwest met all installation
commitments for commercial CLEC ISDN BRS orders in Interval Zone
One. During the retest, Qwest met all 6 non-designed and the only
Pseudo-CLEC ISDN BRS designed installation commitment.
Therefore, in the opinion of CGE&Y, Qwest meets installation
commitments for ISDN BRS orders in Interval Zone One at acceptable
levels. (91 .7% for all CLECs during the Functionality Test and retest.)

Unbundled 2-wire analog results met the established 90 percent
benchmark for both the Pseudo-CLEC and aggregate CLECs.

Al] other products indicated a high level of service for the Pseudo-
CLEC and aggregate CLECs (meeting 100 percent of appointments for
the Pseudo-CLEC and commercial CLECs), but statistically significant
determinations were not possible.

Note l: The table cell is vacant due to no available data.

Findings:
Results for installation commitments in Interval Zone Two demonstrate
that Qwest provisioned Pseudo-CLEC DSO orders on-time at a rate in
parity with Retail results.
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Table 2.S.4.1w _-4 OP-4A -InstaHat:ion Interval (Average Days) -
})dispatches within MSAs (Y/MY)

Product Standard
Pseudo-
CLEC
Results

Aggregat
e CLEC
Results

Pseudo-CLEC
vs,Sta nard

Aggregate CLl8C vs.
Standard

Business

Log: Disparity
d-0.197, r0-.027

Arith: Parity
d--.037, rd-.00 I

Log: 4 01
Arith: 5.78
n: 21917

Log' 4.72
Arith: 5.50

n' 96

Log: 4.29
Arith: 5,41

n: 569

Log: Parity
d=0.0811 rd-.000

Arith: Parity
d--.049, rd-.000

Centrex 21
Log: 4.52
Arith: 6.50
nr 3507

See note
#1

Log: 4.76
Auth: 6.38

Hz 55
See note #1

Log: Parity
d-0.060, rd".049

Arith: Parlty
d--.0l5, rd=.013

ISDN BRS
Log: 3.65
Arlth: 7.59

n: 180

Log; 3.00
Arlth: 3.00

Hz I

See note
#1

Log: Insufi Evid.
d--.172, r0-.568,

rd~.324

Arith: Insuff. Evil.
d--.300, r0=.618,

rd-.280

See note #1

PBX
Log: 4.26
Auth: 6.85

Hz 221

Log: 4.00
Anth'4.00

n: 1

See note
#1

Log: Insuff Evld
d=-.075, r0-.530,

rd=.360

Arith: Insuff. Evid.
d=-.246, r0=.597,

rd=.298

See note #1

Residential
Log: 4 47

Arith: 5.75
n: 128297

Log: 4.24
Arith: 5.33

n: 45

Log: 2.26
Arith: 3.13
n: 3000

Log: Parity
d=-.079, rd-.007

Arith: Parity
d=-.07l, rd=.009

Log: Parity
d--.961, rd-.000

Arlth: Parity
d--.444, rd=.000

UNE-P
(POTS)

Log: 4.40
Arith: 5.75
n. 150214

Log: 3.66
Arith: 3.73

n: 101

Log: 4.08
Arith: 5.43

n: 7

Log: Parity
d--.257, rd=.000

Arlth: Parity
d=-328, rd-.000

Log: Indeterminate --»~ P
<i-_.107, rd=.l50

--2Auth: Indeterminate
P

d--.053, l'd"_186

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Installation Intervals OP-4

Measure Description:
This measure reports the average time to install service .
Disaggregations are the same as for Installation Commitments Met
measurements. The standard of comparison for this measure is parity
with Qwest retail results except for unbundled 2 wire analog loops,
which are measured against a six-day benchmark.

Note 1: The table cell is vacant due to no available data.
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Table 2.5.4.1x - OP-48 - Installation Interval (Average Days)-
Dispatches outside MSAS (Y/MN)

Product Standard
Pseudo-
CLEC
Results

Aggregate
CLEQ
Results

Pseudo-CLEC vs.
Standard

Aggregate
CLEC vs.
Standard

Business
Log: 5.12
Arlth: 7.26
n: 2118

Log: 8.66
Arith: 12.23

Hz 13

Log: 4.27
Auth: 4.50

N :  2

Log: Insufi Evxd.
d=-.2l6, r0=.620, rd=.239

Arith: Indeterminate -> P
d--.313, rd=.199

Log. Disparity
d-0.648, r0-.010

Arith: Dlsparity
d=0.563, r0=.021

Centrex 21
Log: 4.66
Arith: 6.59

no 237

See note
#1

Log: 5.84
Auth: 7.00

Ni 2
See note #1

Log: Insuff. Evid.
d-0.278, r0=.348,

rd-.496

Arith: Insuff Evid.
d=0.048, r0=.473,

rd=.369

Resldential
Log: 5.14
Arith: 6.81
ml 13326

Log: 4.35
Arith: 5.40

N: 5

Log: 3.14
Arlth: 3.75

Hz 80

Log: Indetemunate -> P
d=-.23l, rd=.124

Arith: Indeterminate -> P
d--.192, rd=.143

Log: Parity
d=-.672, rd-.000

Arith: Parity
d=-.417, rd=.000

UNE-P
(POTS)

Log: 5.13
Arith: 6.87
n: 15444

Log: 3.25
Arith: 3.33

N: 6

See note
#1

Log. Parity
d=-.611, rd=.014

Arith: Parity
d--.468, fd- 033

See note #1

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Findings:
Among dispatched orders within MSAs, Qwest failed to provide the
Pseudo-CLEC with parity provisioning intervals for business orders.
This disparity waste subject of AzIwo2l07. However, this disparity
was for less than one day (0.71 days). In addition, corninercial CLEC
results for dispatched business orders in an MSA were in parity with
Qwest retail. During the retest period, commercial CLEC results
confirmed this parity finding as cornrnercial CLEC results were 3.6
days versus 4.25 for Qwest retail (rd=.005, d=.205). Therefore, in the
opinion of CGE&Y, Qwest provides CLECs with dispatched business
installations at acceptable levels.

For residential and UNE-P orders, CGE&Y finds that provisioning
inter*/als were demonstrated to be in parity with retail for both the
Pseudo-CLEC and commercial CLECs where sufficient data were
available.

There were no Pseudo-CLEC data for Centrex 21 installations requiring
a dispatch in an MSA. The commercial CLEC results indicated
provisioning intervals in parity with retail for Centrex 21 .
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Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Note 1: The table cell is vacant due to no available data.

Findings:
For UNE-P installations requiring a dispatch outside a MSA, Pseudo-
CLEC provisioning intervals were demonstrated to be in parity with
Qwest retail the only product with sufficient Pseudo-CLEC data. In
addition, Aggregate CLEC results were in parity for residential orders.

Qwest failed to provide commercial CLECs with parity service for
business orders requiring a dispatch outside an MSA. The interval for
aggregate CLECs was arithmetically five days longer than for Qwest
retail customers, and almost three and a half days longer based on log-
transformed data, This disparity was discussed in CGE&Y's
supplemental response to AwIwo2l07. CGE&Y analyzed
commercial CLEC results for all dispatched business orders during the
retest. Results indicated that commercial CLECs received parity
dispatched business installation intervals during this period. Therefore,
CGE&Y finds that Qwest is providing CLECs with dispatched business
installation intervals at acceptable levels. ya
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Table 2.5.4.1y .- OP~4C - Installation Interval (Average l)ays) - No
Dispatches /MA) .

Product Standard
Pseudo-»
C L E C

Results

Aggregat
e CLEC
Results

Pseudo-CLEC vs.
Standard

Aggregate CLEC vs.
Standard

Business
Log: 1.57
Arith: 2.34
n: 30880

Log: 1.62
Arith: 2.89

n: 163

Log: 2.36
Arith: 2.99

n: 3089

Log: Parity
<1-0.029, rd .001

Arith: Dlsparxty
d-0206, r0-.004

Log: Disparity
d-0.385, r0=.000

Arith: Disparity
d=0.244, YO' 000

Centrex 2 I
Log: 1.80
Arith: 2.72
n: 8003

Log: 3.06
Auth: 3.77

n: 30

Log: 3.10
Arith: 4.29

n: 267

Log: Dlsparity
d=0.500, r0-.003

Auth: Disparity
d-0353, r0-.027

Log: Disparity
d-0.512, r0=.000

Arith: Disparity
d-0.529, r0=.000

ISDN BRS
Log: 1.50

Arith: 3.01
no 106

Log: 4.09
Arith: 5.63

n:  19

Log: 5.00
Arith: 5.00

Hz 1

Log: Disparity
d-0.839, r0=.000

Arith: Indeterminate ~/ DP
d~0,371, r0-.068

Log: Indeterminate ->
DP

d=1.021, r0-.155

Arith: Insuff Evid
d=0.282, r0=.390,

rd-.499

Megabit
Log: 2.13
Arith: 2.90
n: 10053

Log: 5.00
Arith: 5.00

no I

Log: 0.82
Arith: 1.50

n: 2

Log: Indeterminate -2 DP
d-0.952, r0 .171

Arlth: Insuff. Evid.
d=0.838, r0=.201, rd-.710

Log: Parity
d--.883, rd-.049

Arith: Indeterrmnate -2 P
d=-.555, 1'dl.117

PBX
Log: 1.97
Arith: 2.65

Hz 587

Log: 4.09
Arlth: 4.41

Hz 22

Log: 1.48
Arith: 2.00

n:  4

Log: Disparity
d-0.846, ro- 000

Arlth: Dlsparity
d'0.667, r0- 001

Log: Indeterminate -» P
d=-.303, rd".l2l

Auth: Indeterminate -> P
d=-.248, rd=.144

Residential
Log: 1.81
Arith: 2.49
n: 638958

Log: 1.14
Arith: 1.91

n: 185

Log: 1.22
Arith: 1.86
n: 12205

Log: Parity
d=-.445, rd-_ooo

Auth: Parity
d--.23l, rd-.000

Log: Panty
d--388, rd=.000

Arith: Parity
d=-.252, Id~.000

UNE-P
(POTS)

Log: 1.80
Anti: 2.48
Hz 669839

Log: 2.23
Arith: 2.73

Hz 211

Log: 1.82
Arith: 2.27

n: 223

Log: Disparity
d=0.227, r0~ 000

Arlth: Parity
d-0.097, rd=.003

Log: Panty
d=0.014, rd=.000

Arith: Parity
d--.085, rd-.000

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Findings: ,
Pseudo-CLEC results for business installations requiring no dispatch
were in parity with Qwest retail. By contrast, Qwest failed to provide
commercial CLECs with parity performance for this same product.
However, this disparity is associated with the future performance
assurance process and is out of the scope of the Arizona 27 l
engagement.

\
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Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Qwest also failed to provide the Pseudo-CLEC with parity installation
intervals for UNE-P installations requiring no dispatch. This disparity
was the subject of Azlwo2l04. Pseudo-CLEC UNE-P installation
intervals were about half a day longer than Qwest retail using log-
transformed data (2.23 days versus 1.80 days. However, aggregate
CLEC results were in parity. CGE&Y retested 49 UNE-P non-
dispatched orders. Results of the retest indicated an improvement as
Pseudo-CLEC results (2.66 days) were indeterminate leaning towards
disparity with Qwest retail (2.14 days) (r0=.097, d=.194). Commercial
CLEC experienced UNE-P intervals of 2.31 days during the retest
period which were in parity (rd= .000, d=.084). Therefore, in the
opinion of CGE&Y, this disparity does not preclude CLECs from
competing in Arizona and Qwest is providing CLECs with installation
intervals for UNE-P orders requiring no dispatch at acceptable levels.

Pseudo-CLEC and commercial CLEC results were in parity for
Residential installations requiring no dispatch.

Among non-dispatched orders, Pseudo-CLEC results indicated that
Centrex 21, ISDN BRS, and PBX provisioning intervals were
significantly longer than for Qwest retail. Of these products, Qwest
failed to provide commercial CLECs with parity installation intervals
for Centrex 21, the only product with sufficient data. CGE&Y
submitted AZIWO2l00 regarding the disparities found for non-
dispatched Centrex 21, PBX, and ISDN BRS (and designed ISDN
BRS). Centrex 21 Pseudo-CLEC and Commercial CLEC provisioning
intervals during the retest period seem similar to retail, however, the
data is insufficient to make a determination regarding parity. CGE&Y
retested Qwest's provisioning of designed and non-designed ISDN
BRS lines. For non-dispatched (non-designed) Basic Rate ISDN
orders, both Pseudo-CLEC and commercial CLEC provisioning
intervals were more than twice as long as Retail, with a significant and
substantial disparity determination made for the Pseudo-CLEC retest
data. This confirms the disparity finding during the Functionality Test.

\

l
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Table 2.5.4.1z - 0P-4D - Installation Interval (Average Days) - Interval
Zone One (A/HY)

Product Standard
Pseudo»~»
C L E C
Results

Aggregate
CLEC
Results

Pseudo-CLEC vs.
Standard

Aggregate CLEC vs.
Standard

DSO
Log: 6 16
Arlth: 8.05

n 108

Log' 4 00
Anti 4.00

n  I

See note
#1

Log: Indeterminate -2 P
d--.633, rd-.180

Auth: InsuffEvid
d=-.410, r0=.659, rd-.244

See note #1

ISDN BRS
Log: 7 36
Arlth: 8.99
Hz 1318

Log: 14.43
Arith

15.30
n 10

n :

Log: 13.84
Auth: 13.92

13

Log: Disparity
d-L075, r0-.000

Auth: Disparity
d-0.875, r0-.003

Log: Disparity
d=1.008, r0=.000

Arith: Disparity
d~0.684, r0-.007

Megabit

Log: 10.59
Auth:
11.17

n: 14413

Log: 5 00
Arith: 5.00

no 3

Log: z4.00
Ardath: 24 00

n: 1

Log: Parity
d--2.40, rd .000

Arith: Panty
d=-I ,19, rd= 005

Log: Disparlty
d=2.7l4, r0-.003

Arith: Disparity
d-2.483, 1-0-.007

PBX
Log' 7.51
Al'lth` 9.62

H' 197

Log: 5 00
Arith: 5.00

n: I

Log: 12.20
Arith: 15.71

n: 7

Log: Indetenmnate -» P
d=-.560, rd=.200

Arith: InsuffEvid
d--.508, r0=.694, rd-.214

Log: Disparlty
d-0.687, r0-.037

Auth. Disparity
d-0,671, m-.041

Unbundled
Loop ADSL

Log' 5.67
Arith. 7.78
Hz 24674

See note
#1

Log: 5.19
Auth: 5.20

n' 5
See note #1

Log: Indeterminate -»* P
d--.091, rd-.200

Auth: Indeterminate -2 P
d -,437, rd-.053

Unbundled
2 Wlre
Analog

6 Days
Log: 5 12
Ardath. 5.15

n' 47

Log: 5.19
Arlth. 5.33
Hz 2829

Pass Pass

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

8

Note 1: The table cell is vacant due to no available data.

Findings:
Unbundled 2 Wire Analog results (the only disaggregation with more
than ten observations), met the established six-day benchmark for the
Pseudo-CLEC and aggregate CLECs.

Qwest failed to provide parity installation intervals for ISDN BUS for
the Pseudo-CLEC and aggregate CLECs in Interval Zone One.
Although there were only ten Pseudo-CLEC observations for this
disaggregation, CGE8cY notes that the log difference with retail was
seven days for the Pseudo-CLEC and over six days for commercial
CLECs. A Similar difference was also found for ISDN BRS in Interval
Zone Two. The ISDN BRS disparity was discussed in AzIwo2l00.
CGE&Y retested Qwest's provisioning of designed and non-designed
ISDN BRS lines. CGE&Y retest data for designed ISDN BRS lines in
Interval Zone One indicated that Qwest provided parity service to the
Pseudo-CLEC, but this was based on only one observation.

\
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Table 2.5.4.1aa -- OP-4E - Installation Interval (Average Days) - Interval
Zone Two (A/HN)

Product Standard
Pseudo-
CLEC
Results

Aggregate
CLEC
Results

Pseud0-CLEC vs.
Standard

Aggregate CLEC vs.
Standard

See note #1
Log: 3.57
Arith: 3.93

n: 59

See note
#1

Log: Parity
d--.472, rd".000

Arith: Panty
d=-.297, rd-.000

ISDN BRS
Log: 9.82

Arith: 11.75
no 179

Log: 18.41
Arith: 19.50

Hz 2

See note
#1

Log: Indeterminate -2 DP
d"l .074, 10-.065

Auth: Indeterminate -/ DP
d 0.902, r0-.l02

See note #1

PBX
Log: 9.29

Arith: 10.96
n: 70

See note
#1

Log: 24.00
Arlth: 24.00

Hz I
See note #1

Log: Indeterminate -» DP
d=1.633, r0-.052

Arithz Disparity
d-1.878, r0" 031

Unbundled
2 Wire
Analog

6 Days
Log: 5.00
Arlth: 5.00

n. 1

See note
#1

Pass See note #1

DSO
Log. 5.01
Auth: 7.06

Hz 100

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

.12

1

Note l: The table cell is vacant due to no available data.

Findings:
Pseudo-CLEC results for DS-0 indicated that Qwest provided better
service to the Pseudo-CLEC than to its own retail customers. ISDN
BRS results agree with the significant disparity found for ISDN BRS in
Interval Zone One, as described in AZIWO2l00 despite insufficient
data for statistical findings. CGE&Y retested Qwest's provisioning of
designed and non-designed ISDN BRS lines, however, no ISDN BRS
lines in Interval Zone Two were retested.(See also, GP-4D.)

" New Service Installation Quality OP-5

Measure Descrqitionr
OP-5 measures the percentage of new order installations that were
trouble free within the first 30 calendar days following installation.
This measure is reported for all products installed during the reporting
period and the standard of comparison is parity with Qwest retail
results .
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Table 2,5.4.1bb - QP-5,- New Service Installation Quality

Product Standard

Q

Pseudo

-CLEC
Results

Aggregate
CLEC 1
Results

Pseud0~CLEC vs.
Standard

a

4 .  /

Aggregate CLEC vs.
Standard

Business Panty
d=-.012, rd-.000

87 85%

no 63645.5

98.90%
no 273

88.65%
n: 4194.5

Parity
d--.251, rd-.000

Centrex 21
83 02%

n 13506 5

100 000

n  32

84.45%

Hz 379.5 d
Parity

-.425, Id~.000
Parity

d--.019, rd-.000

DSO
33 49° 0
Hz 427

100.000
n: 60

See note
#1

Parity
d -.954, rd=.000 See note #1

ISDN BRS 92 3700
n: 2215

100 0%
n: 32

100.0%
no 15

Panty
d--280, rd .006

Parity
d=- 280, rd-.042

Megabit
94.52%

n: 26488
100.0%

nz 4
0 00%
n: 3

lnsL1ff Evid
d=- 236, r0=.685, rd=.2l3

Disparlty
d-1.334, r0-.000

PBX
86 60" o
ll` 1590

100.000

Hz 24
82.09%
n. 33.5

Parity
d--.375, rd= 003

Indetemunate -» P
d-0.062, rd-.192

Residential
93.10%

Hz 939186
99.38%

ll' 320 5
92.96%

n: 18278
Parity

d=-. 187, rd- 000
Panty

d=0.003, rd-.000

Unbundled
Loop ADSL

95.4100
n 20616

100.000

n: 2

86.67%
n: 75

Insuff Evld
d--.2l6, r0-.622, rd- 299

Indetemunate -2 DP
d-0 158, r0-.] 19

Unbundled 2
Wire Analog

92.7700

Hz 1002831.5
98 07° 0

nz 103.5
93.85%

n: 8613_5

Panty
d=- 133, rd-.000

Parity
d=-.022, rd- 000

UNE-P
(POTS)

92.77%

n: 1002833
96.12%
n: 335

94,7100

nz 264.5
Panty

d--,074, rd=.000
Parity

d--.040, rd-.000

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

3

Note 1: The table cell is vacant due to no available data.

Findings: .
Pseudo-CLEC results were in parity for all product disaggregations
where sufficient data were available. Moreover, aggregate CLEC
results were in parity for all products where sufficient data is available
for definite parity/disparity determinations except one, Megabit, which
is based on only three observations. Aggregate CLEC results for
Unbundled Loop ADSL were indeterminate leaning towards disparity.
Future commercial results will determine if the issues relating to
Unbundled Loop ADSL have been resolved.
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Table;2.5.4.1cc - OP-6A-1 - Delayed Days for Non-Facility,Reasons
_ (Average Days ' Dispatches within MSAs (Y/MY) .

Product
»

Standard
Pseu do~
CLEC .
Results

Aggregate
CLEC
Results

Pseudo-CLEC vs.
Standard

Aggregate CLEC vs.
Standard

Log: 1.74
Arlth: 200

N: 4

Log' 3.32
Auth: 5 55

n: 67

Log Indetemnnate -2 P
d -.338,rd .107

Arith. Indeterminate -2 P
d-309, rd .118

Log: Disparity
D=0.284, r0-.013

-2Arith: Indetemtinate
DP

d-0. 144, f0`. 129

Residential
Hz

Log: 2.23
Arlth. 4.13

1728

Log. 1.79
Arith: 2.00

n. 2

Log: 1 88

AI1th. 2 75
n: 73

Log' Insuff. Evld.
d - 190, rt .606,

rd- 251

Arxthz Insuff Evld.
d--.280, r0- 654,

rd= 2 12

Log' Panty
D-- 148, rd=.000

Arlth: Parity
d=-.181, rd-.000

UNE-P
(POTS)

Log: 2.31
Auth' 4.22
n: 2505

Log' 1.47
Arith: 1.60

N:  5

Log: 15.00
Arith: 15.00

n: 1

Log: Indeterminate -2 P
d - 396 rd=.064

Arith. Indeterminate -> P
d-- 341, fd.-.081

Log: Dlsparity
d-1.906, r0=.028

-2Arith: Indeterminate
DP

d-1.403, t0~.080

Buslness
Log 2.50
Arlth. 4 42

n: 777

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Delayed Days OP-6

Measure Deseryztion:
OP-6 measures the average number of days service installation is
delayed beyond the scheduled due date. The average delayed days is
considered for non-facility and facility reasons separately. Further
disaggregations are the same as the other provisioning measures
described above. The limited data available are due to high rates of
appointments met by Qwest. The only products provided are those
with missed due dates. The standard of comparison for this measure is
parity with Qwest retail results. CGE&Y recalculated performance
results for OP-6 based on the findings of AzIwo2l30. (See FTRC
Report, Section 4.4.)

v

Findings:
Data was 'insufficient to make any determination for the Pseudo-CLEC,
but the available data were indeterminate leaning towards parity for
Business and UNE~P.
Aggregate CLEC data demonstrated parity for residential orders.
However, data for business orders revealed that coimnercial CLECs
were experiencing longer installation delays than retail customers. This
was the subject of AzIwo2l23. There was only one delayed
dispatched business order during retest. The delay was only l day, as
compared with an average of 5.5 (2.9 logarithmic mean) days for retail,
which resulted in a leaning towards parity (rd=. 125) conclusion.
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Table 2.5.4.Idd - QP-6A-2 - Delayed Days for Non-Facility Reasons
(Average Days) - Dispatches Gutside MSAs (Y/MN)

Product Standard
Pseudo- Aggregate
CLEC CLEC
Results Results

Pseudo-»
C L E C vs.
S tandard

Aggregate CLEC vs.
Standard

Business
See note

#1

Log: 2.34
Arith: 4.08

n: 73

Log: 8.91
Arith: 14.50

n: 6

See note
#1

Log: Disparity
d=I .447, r0=.000

Arith: Disparity
d=1.423, r0=.000

Residential
Log: 2.29
Arith: 4.74

n: 293

See note
#1

Log: 1.00
Arith: 1.00

Hz 2

See note
#1

Log: Indeterminate -2 P
d=-.600, rd=.106

Arith: Indeterminate -> P
d=-.470, rd=.144

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

UNE-P results for aggregate CLECs are based on only one observation.
During the retest, there were three delayed UNE-P orders, with a
logarithmic mean of 5.89 days as compared to 2.47 for retail, which
yielded a leaning towards disparity (d=.764, r0=.093) conclusion.

Note 1: The table cell is vacant due to no available data.

Findings: ,
The Pseudo-CLEc experienced no delays for dispatches outside MSAs
due to reasons other than a lack of facilities.
Despite having only six observations, it is clear from the Commercial
CLEC data that among business orders delayed for non-facility reasons,
CLECs experienced longer installation delays than retail. This was the
subject of AzIwo2l23. There were no CLEC delayed dispatched
Business services installations outside MSAs during the retest period.
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Table 2.5.4.1ee - OP-6A-3 - Delayed Days for Nan-Facility Reasons
(Average Days) - No dispatches (N/MA)

Product Standard
Pseudo-
CLEC

Results

Aggregate
CLEC
Results

Pseudo~CLEC vs.
Standard

Aggregate
CLEC vs.
Standard

Log: 3.00
Arith:
3.00

1Hz

Log: 1.83
Arlth: 2.44

no 48

Log: Insuff. Evld.
d-0.219, r0-.413, rd".474

Arlth: Insuff. Evid.
d--.l69, r0--.567, rd=.325

Log: Parity
d=- 269, rd-.000

Arith: Parlty
d--.27l, I'd".000

Centrex 21
Log: 2.58
Arith: 4.11

Hz 132

See note
#1

Log: 2.00
Arlth: 2.00

no 1
See note #1

Log: Insuff Evid.
d -.243, r0-596,

rd-.299

Auth: Insuff, Evid.
d--.440, r0'.669,

rd-.235

Residential
Log: 2.53
Arith: 4.71
nz 1348

Log: 2.68
Arith:
4.60
n: 5

Log 1.81
Arith: 2.48

Hz 58

Log: Insufi Evid.
d-0.051, r0-.454, rd=.30l

Arith: Insuff. Evld.
d--.013, r0-.511, rd- 253

Log: Panty
d=-292, rd=.000

Arith: Panty
d--.264, I`d"l.000

UNE-P
(POTS)

Log: 2.51
Arith: 4.58
Hz 1622

Log: 1.00
Arith:
1.00
Hz 1

See note #1

Log: Indeterminate -» P
d--.761, rd~.148

Insuff Evid
d=-.447, r0=.672, rd .232

See note #1

Business
Log. 2.42
Arith: 3.94

n: 274

Table 2.5.4.1ft: - OP-6A-4 - Delayed Days for Non-Facility Reasons
.(Average Days) -Interval Zone One (A/HY)

Product Standard
Pseudo-
CLEC
Results

Aggregate
CLEC
Results

Pseudo
CLEC vs.
Standard

Aggregate CLEC
vs. Standard

Unbundled 2
Wire Analog

Log: 2.40
Arith: 4.39

n:  4034

See note
#1

Log: 1.82
Arith: 3.00

n: 25
See note #1

Log: Parity
d=-.247, rd=.004

Arith: Parity
d=-.176, rd .011

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

,

Note 1: The table cell is vacant due to no available data.

Findings:
Pseudo-CLEC data quantities were insufficient, but these limited
results show that Qwest met most Pseudo-CLEC due dates. In the few
instances where the due dates were missed, the delay intervals were as
short as for Qwest retail. Aggregate CLEC results supports these
findings with intervals significantly shorter than Qwest retail for
residential and business installations.

Note  1 :  The  t ab l e  c e l l  i s  v ac ant  du e  to  no  av a i l ab l e d a t a .
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Table 2.5.4.1gg -. OP-6B-1
(Average Days)* i

r 4

-- Defayeé Daystar Facility Reasons
-Dispatchesyvifhin MSAs )

x

J

lx

» - S e~'

Standard
v »

Pseudo-»
CLEC'
Results

Aggregate
CLEC
Results

4 43
Q(y v

Bseudo-CLE vs;
1 Standard

Ag reghte '
C Uvs.
Standard

Log: 5.81
Arith: 7.83

n: 6 Hz

Log: 7.07
Arith: 9.76

17

Log' Indeterminate -2 P
d=-.353, rd=.060

Arith: Panty
d-~.450, rd=.036

Log: Parity
d=- 186, rd-.027

Anti: Parity
d=-.332, rd-.006

Centrex 21
Log: 8.61

Arith: 14.39
n: 151

See note
#1

Log: 13.00
Arith: 13.00

Hz 1
See note #1

Log: lnsuff Ev1d
d-0 381, r0.352,

rd-.538

Auth: Insuff Evil
d--.088, r0-.535,

rd".355

Resldentlal
Log: 7 67

Arith: 12.53
Hz 4145

Log: 12.75
Arlth:
16.33
n: 3

Log: 5.18
Arlth: 7.63

Hz 59

Log: lnsuff Ev1d
d-0.478, r0=.204,

rd-.630

lnsuff Ev1d
d-0.289, r0-.308,

fdl,503

Log: Panty
d--.359, I'd'_000

Arith: Parlty
d=-.373, rd-.000

Business
Log: 8.77

Arith: 15.22
n: 1179

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Findings:
Qwest did not miss any appointments for the Pseudo-CLEC in Interval
Zone One for non-facility reasons. Qwest is providing commercial
CLECs with parity service for Unbundled 2 Wire Analog.

4

I

Note 1: The table cell is vacant due to no available data.

Findings:
Pseudo-CLEC data were insufficient for any parity/disparity ,
detenninations. Aggregate CLEC results demonstrated parity for
Business and Residential delayed days for facility reasons among
dispatched orders within MSAS .
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Table 2.5.4.1 he - OP-6B-2 - Delayed Days for Facility Reasons
(Average Days) - Dispatches outside MSAs (Y/MN)

Product Standard
Pseudo-
CLEC

Results

Aggregate
CLEC
Results

Pseudo-
CLEC vs.
Standard

Aggregate CLEC vs.
Standard

See note
#1

Log: 8.47
Arith: 10.33

n: 3
See note #1

PLog: Indeterminate -2
d=-.290, rd-. 160

Arith: Indeterminate -> P
d -.423, rd=.110

Residential
Log: 11.22
Arith: 16.38

Hz 709

Table 2.5.4.1ii -~ OP-6B-3 - Belayed Days for Foci}ity Reasons
(Average Days) -P30 dispatches (NIMA)

Product Standard
Pseudo
CLEC
RGSIIRS

Aggregate
CLEC
Results

Pseudo~
CLEC am
Standard

Aggregate CLEC vs.
Standard

Business
Log: 5.14

Arith: 10.30
n: 92

See note
#1

Log: 6.00
Arith: 6.00

n: 1

v

Log: Insuff Evil
d=0.l27, r0 .450,

rd .437
See note #1

Arith: Insuff Evil
d=-.280, 10-.610,

rd=.287

Centrex 21
n:

Log: 3.78
Arith: 7.15

13

See note
# l

Log: 7.00
Arith: 7.00

n: 1
See note #1

Log: Insuff Evid
d=0.529, r0 .305,

1° d=.593

Arith: Insuff Evid
d=-.015, r0=.506,

rd=.386

Residential
Log: 4.02
Arith: 7.40

Hz 588

See note
#1

Log: 3.52
Arith: 4.40

n: 20
See note #1

Log: Parity
d=-.111, rd=.04l

Arith: Parity
d=-.306, 1d-.005

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Note 1: The table cell is vacant due to no available data.

Findings:
Data were insufficient to make any determinations for Residential
installations, the only product with data available. The limited results
for aggregate CLECs, however, lean towards parity.

Note l: The table cell is vacant due to no available data.
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Table 2.5,4.1jj OP-6B-4 - Delayed Days for Facility Reasons
(Average Days) - Interval Zone Gne (A/H

Product Standard
Pseudo-
C LE C
Results

Pseudo-CLEC vs.
,  Standard '

Aggregate
CLEC vs.
Standard

ISDN BRS
See note

#1

Log: 10.69
Arith: 15.38

n: 66

Log: 9.86
Arlth: 11.00

n: 2

Log: Insuff Evid
d--.081, 10-.545,

rd-,305

Arith: Indeterminate -2 P
d--.382, rd=.176

See note #1

Unbundled
2 Wire
Analog

Log: 7.38
Auth: 12.55

n: 5946

See note
#1

Log: 4.17
Arith: 5.17

n: 6
See note #1

Log: Parity
d=-.498, rd=.028

Arith: Panty
d=-.536, rd=.022

Table 2.5.4.ikk ~»~ OP-6B-5 - Belayed Days for Faci1ity Reasans (Average

Days) -- Interval Zone Two (At

Product Standard
Pseud<>-
CLEC"
Results

Aggregate
CLEC
Results

Pseudo-CLEC am
Standard

Aggregate
CLEC vs.
Standard

ISDN BRS
Log: 10.58
Arith: 13.95

n: 22

Log: 5.00
Arith: 5.00

n: 1

See note
#1

Log: Indeterminate -> P
d=-.865, rd=.130

- 2Arith: Indeterminate
P

d=-.8819 rd=.127

See note #1

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Findings:
Results demonstrate that commercial CLECs receive parity service for
delayed days for facility reasons on non-dispatched residential orders.
Qwest did not miss any commitments to the Pseudo-CLEC due to
facility reasons when no dispatch was required.

it

Note 1: The table cell is vacant due to no available data.

Findings:
There were insufficient Pseudo-CLEC data for any parity
determination. Results for Unbundled 2-Wire Analog indicated a large
enough difference to conclude parity between aggregate CLECs and
Qwest despite only six observations.

Note 1: The table cell is vacant due to no available data.

Findings:
Qwest missed only one installation commitment for Pseudo-CLEC
ISDN BRS orders in Interval Zone Two, insufficient for any parity
determination.
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Table 2.5.4.111 - OP-7 - Coordinated "Hot Cut" Interval
(Hourszlvlinutes)

Product Standard
Pseudo-
C L E C
Results

Aggregate
CLEC
Results

Pseudo-
CLEC VS.
Standard

Aggregate
CLEC vs.
Standard

Unbundled
Analog

Dlagnostic
Log: 0:03:49
Arith: 0:04:34

Hz 14

Log: 0:03:36
Arith: 0:05:50

n: 6895
N/A NA

Table 2.5.-4.1mm -- OP-13A - Coordinated Cuts Completed on
Time (Percent)

Product Standard
Pseudo-
C LE C
Results

Aggregate
CLEC
Results

Pseudo~
CLEC vs.
Standard

Aggregate
CLEC vs.
Standard

Unbundled Analog 90° 0
100.0%
Hz 10

84.44%
n: 2133

Pass Fail

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Coordinated "Hot Cut" Interval OP-7

Measure Description:
OP-7 measures the average time to complete coordinated "hot cuts" of
unbundled loops beginning with the "lift" time and ending with
Qwest's testing of the loop. This is a diagnostic measure with no
established standard.

Findings:
No performance standards were available for this measure, therefore no
findings are provided.

Coordinated Cuts On-Time OP-13

Measure Description: .
Op-l3A measures the percentage of coordinated cuts completed within
one hour of the scheduled due time. The benchmark for this measure is
90 percent within an hour. OP-13B measures the percentage of
coordinated cuts started without CLEC approval. This measure is
diagnostic and for informational purposes only.

J
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Table 2.5.4:1nn »~ GP-138 - Coordinated Cuts Started Without
_ CLEC Approy?al (Percent)

»8
au

4

1

Product.

: ,~
»t' 4 . e

49r
* 4

~a

4 av* 4

r
,/ ¢

z -4.88€ hard

mf *
Pseudo

.15 QLE

Results
* >_

-~ fu

I
Aggregate

" "CEECQ »
N ResumE¢s̀

A Pseudo~ »
€LE€ V's.
Standard

' 4

Unbundled Analog Diagnostic
0.00%
no 10

5.7300
n: 2217

NA N/A

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Findings:
All of the Pseudo-CLEC coordinated cuts were completed on time,
exceeding the 90 percent benchmark. Aggregate CLEC results failed to
meet the benchmark. However, this performance failure is associated
with the future performance assurance process and is out of the scope
of the Arizona 271 engagement.

Findings:
No performance standard is available for this measure, therefore, no
findings are possible.

4

Maintenance & Repair Services MR-All

\

Measures Descrqntion:
The approach for the Maintenance and Repair functionality test was
designed to assess the functionality of access to Qwest systems for
processing trouble reports from the Pseudo-CLEC. Per Section 7.3.1 of
the TSD, CGE&Y provided test scripts introducing troubles for each
product cell detailed in Section 9. l .2 of the TSD. In order to avoid
jeopardizing the blindness of the test and distorting the results for
several measures, CGE&Y limited the number of planned troubles to a
reasonable amount for a similarly sized CLEC. The statistical .
evaluation of parity/disparity Maintenance and Repair services
provided to competitors will be accomplished using commercial CLEC
aggregate data where Pseudo-CLEC data are insufficient. In those
cases where insufficient data exist for both the Pseudo-CLEc and
commercial CLECs to make a definite determination of
parity/disparity, CGE&Y combined results for a comparison against
Qwest retail.

Out of Service Troubles Cleared Within 24 Hours MR-3

Measure Description: `
MR-3 measures the percentage of out of service trouble reports that are
cleared within 24 hours of receipt of a trouble report. Disaggregations
are based on dispatch status and geographical areas as described in the
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Table 2.5.4.1oo - MR~3A - out of Service Cleared within 24 Hours
(Percent) - Dispatches within MSAs (YI M

Product Standard
Pseudo-
C LE C
Results

Aggregate
CLEC
Results

Pseudo~CLEC
vs.Standard

Aggregate
CLEC vs.
Stmxdard

Business
90.88%

n: 24568
85.71%
n: 7

92.61%
n: 798

lnsuff Ev1d
d-0.08l, to- 318,

rd .380

Parity
d--.03l, rd-.000

Res1dent1aI
87.3600

n: 203033
100.000

Hz 5
92.70%
n: 2837

Indeterminate -> P
d'-.364, rd-.108

Parity
d--.090, rd-.000

UNE-P
(POTS)

87.74° o
Hz 227602

83.33%
Hz 6

85.37°0
Hz 41

InsuffEvid
d=0.063, r0- 371 ,

rd-.357

Indeterrmnate -2
P

d~0 035, rd .103

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

provisioning measures. The standard of comparison for this measure is
parity with Qwest retail results .

Findings:
Pseudo-CLEC results were insufficient for any determinations,
however, aggregate commercial CLEC results demonstrate that parity
service was provided for clearing out of service business and residential
troubles within 24 hours for those that involved dispatches within an
MSA.

Pseudo-CLEC UNE-P data were insufficient and aggregate CLEC .
results were indeterminate leaning towards parity. Due to the small
number of UNE-P repair tickets available and the similarity of
performance for those troubles within an MSA and outside an MSA,
CGE&Y considers it appropriate to combine all Pseudo-CLEC and
commercial CLEC dispatched UNE-P trouble tickets regardless of the
geographical location for comparison with the appropriate retail
comparative result. These results indicated a combined CLEC result of
86.79% cleared within 24 hours (46/53) as compared to a retail result of
87.58%. This comparison indicated a result of rd=.0429 which is a
statistically significant finding of parity.

Therefore, based on the above analysis, CGE&Y finds that Qwest
provides parity service for business and residential out-of-service
conditions cleared within 24 hours requiring a dispatch in an MSA, and
results suggest parity for UNE-P out of service conditions when results
are aggregated for all CLECs and all dispatches.
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Table 2.5.4.1pp »~ MR-3B -- Out of Service Cleared within 24
Hours (Percent) - Dispatches Gutside MSAs (Y/MN)

Product Standard
Pseudo~
CLEC
Results

Aggregate
CLEC
Results

Pseudo-CLEC
vs. Standard

Aggregate
CLEC vs.
Standard

See note
#1

100.000

n: 13
See note #1

Parity
d--.371, rd-.022

Residential 85.8l°o
n. 19573

See note
#1

96.36%
no 55 See note #1

Parity
d--. 194, rd~.000

UNE-P
(POTS)

85.9300
Hz 22204

100.0%
n; 2

100.0%

Hz 4
InsuffEvid

d--.384, r0=.7 I6,
rd-.206

Indeterminate -» P
d--.384, rd-.123

BLlSlTl€SS
86.8900

n: 2631

Final ReporT of the Qwest OSS Test

Note 1: The table cell is vacant due to no available data.

Findings:
There were insufficient Pseudo-CLEC data for dispatches outside
MSAs. Aggregate CLEC results demonstrate that parity service was
provided in clearing out of service Business and Residential troubles
involving dispatches outside MSAs within 24 hours. Pseudo-CLEC
UNE-P data were insufficient and aggregate CLEC results were
indeterminate leaning towards parity. As described in the findings for
MR-3A, CGE&Y considersit appropriate to aggregate results for all.
CLECs and all dispatched repairs for UNE-P. The results of this
analysis indicated 86.79% of CLEC out-of-sewice conditions were
cleared within 24 hours (46/53) as compared to a retail result of
87.58%. This comparison indicated a result ofrd=.0429 which is a
statistically significant finding of parity. CGE&Y finds that Qwest
provides parity service for business and residential out-of-service
conditions cleared within 24 hours requiring a dispatch outside an
MSA, and results suggest parity for UNE-P out-of-service conditions
when results are aggregated for all CLECs and all dispatches.

$3

J
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Table 2.5.4.1qq - MR-3C - Gut of Service Cleared within 24
Hours (Fervent) - Nu dispatches /MA)

Product Standard
Pseudo-
C L E C
Results

Aggregate
CLEC
Res alts

Pseudo-CLEC vs.
Standard

Aggregate CLEC
vs. Standard

100.0%
n: 2

97.2700
n: 256

Insuff Evil
d=-.177, r0=.600,

rd .321 d
Parity

-.010, rd .000

Resldential
94.7000

nr 41511
100.000
n: 2

97.3200
Ni 523

Insuff Evil
d=-232, r0 .631,

Id=.289

Parity
d=-.068, rd=.000

UNE-P
(POTS)

95 05%
Hz 49293

80.00%
n: 15

100.0%
n: 17

Disparity
d=0.239, r0=.004

Indeterminate -» P
d -.224, rd=.057

Business
96.92%
n' 7782

.1

Table Z.5.4.1rr - MR-31) - Of of Service Cleared within 24 Hours
(Percent) -Interval' ZoneGne (AIHY)

Product Standard
Pseudo~
C L E C
Results

Aggregate
CLEC
Results

Pseudo-CLEC
vs. Standard

Aggragae CLEC
vs. Standard

Unbundled
2 Wire
Analog

88.6800
no 236758

See note
#1

98.23%
n: 1525

See note #1
Parity

d=-.210, rd=.000

\

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

L

\.

Findings: , .
UNE-P was the only disaggregation with sufficient data for the Pseudo-
CLEC. Results show Qwest failed to provide the Pseudo-CLEC parity
service for UNE-P troubles requiring no dispatch (Qwest failed to clear
3 out of 15 out of service conditions within 24 hours).. This disparity
was the subject of AZIWOI 190. Aggregate CLEC UNE-P results were
indeterminate leaning towards parity, however, all UNE-P troubles for
the aggregate CLECs were cleared within 24 hours. Therefore,
CGE&Y finds that Qwest's performance for clearing CLEC UNE-P
out-of-service conditions within 24 hours when no dispatch was
required is acceptable and recommends the use of coininercial results to
draw conclusions regarding iiuture performance.

Results for the aggregate CLECs demonstrated parity service for the
Business and Residential disaggregations.

Note 1: The table cell is vacant due to no available data.

Findings:
There were no data available for the Pseudo-CLEC within this
disaggregation. Commercial CLECs received better service than retail,
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Table 2.5.4.1ss - MR-3E - Gut of Service Cleared within 24 Hours
(Percent) - Interval Zane Two (A/I-IN) .

Product Standard
Pseudo-
CLEC
Results

Aggregate
CLEC
Results

Pseudo»~CLEC Aggregate CLl8¥c
vs.Stan&ard vs.Standard

Unbundled
2 Wire
Analog

86.92%
n: 21309

See note
#1

100.000

Hz 1
See note #1

Insuff Evid
d=-.370, r0=.65I,

rd=.287

;I'abla z.5.4.1é¢ r' MR-4A - All Troubles CIeared.§v§ihin 48 I~Ié»ur§
(Fercent) -»  Dispatches within MSAs (WAY) ' * 4'¢ "

Product Standard
4

Pseudo
(ZLEC
Results

Pseudo-CLEQ Vs.
Stanéaré WI*

100.0%
n: 8

98.3200
n: 1012

Indeterminate -> P
d=-.159, rd=. 190

Parity
d=-.029, rd=.000

Residential
96.8900

n: 261237
100.0%
n: 7

98.62%
n: 3405

Indeterminate -> P
d=-.l77, rd=.l91

Parity
d=-.060, rd=.000

UNE-P
(POTS)

96.95%
Hz 292373

100.0%
n: 9

95.74°o
Hz 47

Indeterminate -> P
d=~.176, rd=. 162

Indeterminate ->
P

d=0.032, rd=.102

Business
97.49%

n: 31135

L

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

as 98.23 percent of troubles were cleared within 24 hours versus 88.68
percent for Qwest retai l  customers.

Note 1: The table cel l  is vacant due to no available data.

Findings: .
There was only one out of service condition in Interval ZoneTwo
during the six-month test period for commercial CLECs and it was
cleared on time. This was insufficient for any statistical finding.

All Troubles Cleared Within 48 Hours MR-4

Measure Descrqition:
MR-4 measures the percentage of al l  trouble reports that are cleared
within 48 hours of receipt of the trouble report. Disaggregations are the
same as reported in MR-3. The standard of comparison for this
measure is parity with Qwest retai l  results.

r

Findings:
All troubles were cleared within 48 hours for the Pseudo-CLEC.
Moreover, aggregate CLECs also experienced very high rates of
cleared troubles, meeting the parity standard for business and
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1 1 J f4 pi @43 4* '
Table 2.54.1uu:- }VI;R;-4»E¢~ AFL Troirb l ileare é f  within 48 H o u r s

' . ` (Bex;cent)  ~Dispaf¢he"§'eu éiae MSAs QYIMN)
v 4

Product

9

Seandmfd
we

Psrdo-
\ cL.1;*e:
Res,ults

Rx

Aggregate
CLEC
ReSuItS

Pseudo-CLEC
vs. Standard

»

Aggregate CLEC'
vs. Standard

See note
#1

100.0%
n: 16

See note #1
Indeterminate -/ P
d -.198, rd .079

Residential
94.55%

n: 25998
See note

#1
96.8300
n:  63

See note #1
Par ity

<1--.057, rd .008

UNE-P
(POTS)

94.73%
Hz 29396

100.000
Hz 2

100.0%

Hz 4

Insuff Evld
d=-.232, r0=.63],

rd~.290

InsuffEvid
d=-.232, r0=.68l,

rd~.2l7

Business
96.1200
n: 3398

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

residential and leaning towards parity for UNE-P. Due to the small
number of UNE-P repair tickets available and the similarity of
performance for those troubles within an MSA and outside an MSA,
CGE&Y considers it appropriate to combine all Pseudo-CLEC and
commercial CLEC dispatched UNE-P trouble tickets regardless of the
geographical location for comparison with the appropriate retail
comparative result. These results indicated a combined CLEC result of
96.77% (60/62) cleared within 24 hours as compared to the retail result
of 96.75%. This comparison indicates a result ofrd=.0364 which is a
statistically significant finding of parity. ,

Therefore, based on the above analysis, CGE&Y finds~that Qwest
provides parity service for business and residential troubles cleared
within 48 hours requiring a dispatch in an MSA, and results suggest
parity for UNE-P troubles.

Note 1: The table cell is vacant due to no available data.

Findings:
Results demonstrate parity for commercial CLECs for residential
troubles cleared within 48 hours. In addition, all business troubles were
cleared within 48 hours although no statistical finding is possible.
UNE-P data for the PSeudo-CLEC and aggregate CLEC results were
insufficient for any findings. However, as described in the findings for
MR-4A, CGE&Y considers it appropriate to aggregate results for all
CLECs and all dispatched locations. The results of this analysis
indicated a cornbinedCLEC result of 96.77% (60/62) cleared within 48
hours as compared to the retail result of 96.75%. This comparison
indicated a result of rd=.0364 which is a statistically significant Endings
of parity. Therefore, CGE&Y finds that Qwest provides parity service
for business and residential troubles cleared within 48 hours requiring a
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Table 2.5L4.1vv ; MR§'4C - All Troubles Cleared within 48 Hours
(Percent) - No; Bispiztches (N/MA)

4

Product
f .

Standard
l8§eudo-
C L E C

'Resu[ts'9

Aggregate
CLEC" xv

4 Results. -

¢

'M

Pseudo-CLEC
`vs. Standard

Aggregate
CLEC vs.
Standard

Business
99.43%

n 19374
100.0%
Hz 2

99.40° 0
Hz 1004

Insuff Evld
d-- 075, r0-.543,

rd=.377

Parity
d=0.002, rd=.000

Res1dent1aI
99.31%

n' 114320
100.0%
n. 3

100.0%
n: 1049

Insuff Evld
d--.083, r0-.557,

rd=.346

Parity
d==-.083, rd-.000

UNE-P
(POTS)

99.3300
Hz 133694

100.0%
nf 19

[00 000
n' 31

Indeterminate -»  P
d=-.082, Id- 161

Indeterrrunate -2 P
d-- 082, rd-.103

,

1

Table z15.4§1w'w.*_"
` (Pé rceix

II)* - Q*¥II8I'1a.uBI*es Cleamjed within 48 Hours

» ~ Interval  Zane Gne (W HY)

n

n v;*~ 21

-<
>

Product
'i

|» 4

s \
*v

S tandard
Aggregate

CLEC *a
Results "

.» »

Pseudo-CLEC vs.
Standard* 4 w I

Aggregate CLEC
Vs. Standard

l00.0° o
n: 9

99.67%
n: 1527

Indeterminate -) P
d=-.155, rd=.180

Parity
d=-.097, rd=.000

Unbundled
2 Wire
Analog

97.6300

n: 365322

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

dispatch outside an MSA, and results suggest parity for UNE-P
troubles.

Findings:
Data were insufficient for the Pseudo-CLEC for all disaggregations.
However, all Pseudo-CLEC troubles not involving a dispatch were
cleared within 48 hours. CorrunerCial CLEC results were in parity with
Qwest retail for both business and residential troubles. Pseudo-CLEC
and commercial CLEC UNE-P troubles were all cleared within 48
hours. When these results were combined to yield a statistical result,
the data remained insufficient (rd=.059). CGE&Y finds Qwest is
providing service at an acceptable level since 100% of all CLEC
troubles not requiring a dispatch were cleared within 48 hours.

Therefore, CGE&Y finds that Qwest provides parity service for
business and residential  troubles cleared within 48 hours and acceptable
service levels for UNE-P troubles cleared within 48 hours where no
dispatch is required.

L

Version 2.0 172



F'

Table 2.5.4.Ixx - MR-4E - All Troubles Cleared within 48 Hours
(Percent) - Interval Zone Two

<A/m~¢>

Product Standard
Pseudo-
CLEC
Results

Aggregate
CLEC
Results

Pseudo-CLEC. vs.
Standard

Aggregate CLEC
vs. Standard

See note
# I

100.0%

Hz I
See note #1

Insuff Evid
d -209, r0=.584,

rd= 357

Unbundled
2 Wire
Analog

95.69%
n: 33375

Table 2.5.4.1yy - MR-5A All Troubles Cleared within 4 Hours
, (Percent - Interval Zone One (A/H '

Prcduet Standard
Pseudo-
CLEC'

Results

Aggregate
CLEC
Results

Pseudo-CLEC vs.
Standard

Aggregate
c1;Ec vs.
Standard

Unbundled 2
Wire Analog

41.51%

no 365322
100.000

no 9
75.57%
n: 1527

Parity
d=-.87l, rd-.000

Parity
d--.354,
rd-.000

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Findings:
All Pseudo-CLEC troubles were cleared within 48 hours in Interval
Zone One. In addition, commercial CLEC results were better than that
which Qwest provided its own retail customers.

CGE&Y finds that Qwest provides parity service for Unbundled 2-
Wire Analog troubles cleared within 48 hours in Interval Zone One.

Note 1: The table cell is vacant due to no available data.

Findings:
There was only one out-of-service condition in Interval Zone Two
during the six-month test period for commercial CLECs and it was
cleared on time. This was insufficient for any statistical finding.

All Troubles Cleared Within 4 Hours MR-5 )

Measure Description:
MR-5 measures the percentage of trouble reports for designed services
that are cleared widiin four hours of receipt of the trouble ticket. This
measure is reported by whether the service is located within Interval
Zone One or Interval Zone Two. The standard of comparison for this
measure is parity with Qwest retail results. ,
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Table Z.5.4.1zz - MR-5B -» All Troubles Cleared within 4 Hours
(Percent) - Interval ZoneTwo (A/HN)

Product Standard
Pseuda-
CLEC

R8s\llt¥

Aggregate
CLEC
Results

Pseudo-CLEC vs.
Standard

Unbundled 2
Wire Analog

33.97%
Hz 33375

See note
#1

100 0%
n: l See note #1

Parity
d--949,
rd-.027

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Findings:
All Pseudo-CLEC Unbundled 2-Wire Analog troubles were cleared
within four hours in Interval Zone One demonstrating parity service. In
addition, aggregate CLEC results were in parity for Unbundled 2-Wire
Analog. ,

Note1: The table cell is vacant due to no available data.

Findings:
There was only one trouble reported in Interval Zone Two during the
six-month test period for coininercial CLECs and it was cleared within
4 hours resulting in a parity finding. CGE&Y believes this parity
finding is unreliable as it is based on only one observation. However,
in the opinion of CGE&Y, when results of this disaggregation are
considered together with results for MR-5A, the evidence demonstrates
that Qwest is clearing troubles for Unbundled 2-Wire Analog loops
within 4 hours regardless of zone designation for CLEC customers in
parity with that which it provides its retail customers. \

Mean Time to Restore MR-6

Measure Description:
MR-6 measures the average time for Qwest to restore service.

' Disaggregations are based on dispatch status and geographic areas as
described in the provisioning measures. The standard of comparison
for this measure is parity with Qwest retail results.

1
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Table 2.5.4.1 ala - MR~6A .- Mean Time to Restore (Hours:Minutes) -
Dispatches within MSAS /MY)

Product Standard
Pseu¢i0-
CLEC
Results

Aggregate
CLEC
RwMw

Pseudo-CLEC vs.
Standard

Aggregate CLEC vs.
Standard

Log: 6:16
Arith: 08:59

n: 8

Log. 06~00
Arlth: 10:33

n: 1012

Log: lnsL1ff Ev1d
d-0.018, r0~.480,

rd".225

Arlth: Indetenmnate -2 P
d--.133, rd".l 18

Log: Panty
d -.021, rd-.000

Auth: Parity
d=-.031, rd-.000

Residential
Log: 08:57
Arith: 14:26
n: 261237

Log: 10:46
Arith: 13:05

n: 7

Log: 07:22
Arlth: 11:30

n: 3405

Log: InsuffEvid
d=0.174, r0=.322,

rd- 385

Arith: Indeterminate -» P
d--_090, rd". 160

Log: Panty
d=-. I 84, rd=.000

Arith: Parity
d--. 196, rd-.000

UNE-P
(POTS)

Log: 08:36
Arith: 14:04
n: 292373

Log: 07:53
Anti: 11.57

n: 9

Log: 10:15
Arith: 15:00

Hz 47

Log: Indeterminate - P
d--.082, rd~.135

Arith: Indetemuinate -> P
d -.141, rd~.100

Log: Indeterminate -2 DP
d-0. 165, r0=.130

Arlth: Indeterminate -> P
d-0.062, td-.063

Business
Log: 06:09
Arith: 11:01
Hz 31135

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Fl

Findings:
Based on commercial CLEC data, CGE&Y finds that Qwest provides
parity time to restore service for business and residential troubles that
require a dispatch within an MSA. For UNE-P troubles, commercial
CLEC results were indeterminate leaning towards disparity. During the
retest period, there were 357 dispatched commercial CLEC UNE-P
restorals in an MSA with an average interval of l l :26:39 compared to
the retail average of l3:45: 12. This resulted in a determination of
parity (d=-.247, rd=.000).

L

/
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Table 2.5.4.1bbb -MR-6B - Mean Time Tb Restore (H,ours:Minutes) -
Dispatches outside MSAs (Y/MN)

Product Standard
Pseudo~
C L E C
Results

Aggregate
CLEQ
Results

Pseudo-CLEC vs.
Standard

Aggregate CLEC vs.
Stanniarei

See note
#1

Log: 08:56
Arlth: 12:20

n. 16
See note #1

Log: Indeterminate -2 P
d--.034, rd-.101

Arlth: Parity
d=-.l77, Id"_032

Residential
Log: 10:54
Auth: 17:30
n: 25998

See note
#1

Log: 08:23
Arith: 13:35

n: 63
See note #1

Log: Patty
d=-.244, rd=.000

Auth: Parity
d=-.22l, rd= 000

UNE-P
(POTS)

Log: 10:42
Arlth: 17:15
n: 29396

Log: 07:19
Arlth: 11:58

n: 2

Log: 07.53
Arith: 10:44

n: 4

Log: Indeterminate -2 P
d-- 352, rd-.184

Insuff Evld
d--.300, r0-.664,

rd-.204

Log: Indeterminate -» P
d=-283, fd.'_128

Arith: Indeterminate -/
P

d--.369, rd=.095

Business
Log: 09:16
Arith: 15:18

nr 3398

5

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Note 1: The table cell isvacant due to no available data.

Findings:
In all cases, CLEC average restoration intervals were shorter than
Qwest retail intervals. Based on commercial CLEC data, CGE&Y
finds that Qwest Provides parity time to restore residential service
requiring a dispatch outside an MSA. Results for business and UNE-P
troubles were indeterminate leaning towards parity.

r

\
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Table 2.5.4.1ccc - MR-6C .- Mean Time to Restore (I;Iours:lvIjnutes) - No
dispatches (N/MA)

Pr0uiuct Standard
Pseudo-
C L E C
Results

Aggregate
i  CLEC
'results

Pseudo-CLEC vs.
Standard

Aggregate CLEC vs.
Standard

Log: 01:46
Anti: 02:46

n: 2

Log: 00:54
Auth: 03:49

n: 1004

Log: Insuff Evil
d-0.434, r0=.270, rd-.583

Arith' Insuff Evld
d--.083, r0-.547, rd-.301

Log: Panty
d-0.l31, rd-.000

Auth: Parity
d-0.005, rd-.000

Resident]
Log: 00:38
Arlth: 05:15
nz 114320

Log: 00'42
Arlth: 06:31

Hz 3

Log: 00:47
Arith: 04:11

n: 1049

Log: Insuff Evld
d 0.033, r0-.477, rd-.331

Anti: InsuffEvid
<1-0.121, r0 417, rd-.388

Log: Parity
d-0.080, rd-.000

Auth: Parity
d--.10z, Id-.000

UNE-P
(POTS)

Log: 00:38
Arith: 05:02
n: 133694

Log: 02:34
Arith: 07:13

n: 19

Log: 01 :20
Arith: 02:59

n: 31

Log: Disparlty
d-0.522, r0-.011

Arith: Indeterminate -» DP
d-0.204, r0-.187

Log: Indeterminate -> DP
d=0.276, r0-.062

Arith: Parity
d=-.19l, rd-.004

Business
Log: 00:40
Auth: 03:45
n: 19374

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Findings:
Non-dispatched UNE-P results revealed a disparity between the ,
Pseudo-CLEC and Qwest retail. This disparity was the subject of
AZIWOI 191. Aggregate CLEC results were indeterminate but leaning
towards disparity for UNE-P. CGE&Y analyzed commercial results
for the retest period, September through October 2001. Results
indicated that the mean time to restore commercial CLEC UNE-P lines
were in parity with Qwest retail. However, this May be due to the
reclassification of certain CLECs' business and Centrex 21 data as
UNE-P. Excluding this data reduces the number of UNE-P repairs to
ll, insufficient for any determination.

For business and residential troubles, aggregate commercial CLEC
restoral intervals were demonstrated to be in parity with retail.

\

1
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Table 2.5.4.1ddd - MR-6D - Mean Time to Restore (Hours:IVIinutes) -
Interval Zone One (A/H

Product Standard
PsQlld0-°
C L E C
Results

Aggregate
CLEC
Results

Pseudo-CLEC: vs.

Standard
Aggregate CLEC vs.

Standard

Log: 1:09:31
Auth: 1:42:20

n: 9 n.

Log: 1:35'40
Arith: 3:4914

1527

Log: Panty
d=-.537, rd-.007

Arith: Parity
d--.662, rd° -.002

Log: P¢ 1r1ty
d -389, rd=.000

Arlthz Panty
d-~.516, rd"_000

Unbundled
2 Wire
Analog

Log: 3:41:52

Auth:

11 16:25
Hz 365322

Table 2.5.4.1eee - MR-6E - Mean Time to Restore (Hours:Mi1iutes) -
Interval Zora Two (A/HN) I

Product Standard
Pseudo~
C L E C

Results

Aggregate
CLEC Results

Pseudo-CLEC
vs.Standard

Aggregate CLEC vs.
Standard '

See note
#1

Log: 3:16.00
Arith: 3:16:00

n: 1
See note #1

Log: Insuff Evid
d--.193, r0-.577,

rd- 316

Arith: Indetemxinate -2 P
d--.621, rd=.182

Unbundled
2 Wire
Analog

Log: 4.55:20
Arlth: 14.09:35

no 33375

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Findings:
Pseudo-CLEC and aggregate CLEC restoral intervals were significantly
shorter than Qwest retail intervals for Unbundled 2-Wire Analog
troubles.

CGE&Y finds that Qwest provides CLECs with parity mean time to
restore for Unbundled 2-Wire Analog in Interval Zone One.

l

Note 1: The table cell is vacant due to no available data.

r

Findings:
There was only one out-of-service condition in INterval Zone Two
during the six-month test period for commercial CLECs, insufficient
for parity/disparity conclusions. .

\ Repair Repeat Report Rate MR-7

Measure Descrti0n.° ,
MR-7 measures the percentage of trouble reports that are repeated
within 30 days. Disaggregations are based on dispatch status and
geographical areas as described in the provisioning measures. The
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Table 2.5.4.1fff - MR-'7A - Repair Repeat Report Rate (Percent) -
Dispatches within MSAs . - '_

(Y/MY) A _., \ ~».

Product Standard
Pseudo-
CLEC
Results

Aggregate
CLEC
Results

»
Pseudo-CLQEC vs.

'  Standard Z#

. Aggregate
' z CLEC vs.

Standard

Business
18.3900

no 3 2 2 4 9
0.0000

Hz 8

1 9 .2 1 %
Hz 1062

Parlty
d=-.443, rd~.030

Parity
d=0.0l0,
rd .000

Residential 18.7900
n: 273500

12.5000
n :  8

l5.55°o
n: 3518

Indeterminate ->P
d--.087, rd .129

Panty
d=-.0437
rd=.000

UNE-P
(POTS)

18.75%
n: 305750

10 .00%
n :  1 0

16.0000
n :  50

Indeterminate -» P
d=-.126, rd=.076

Panty
d--.036,
rd=,0l 1

4~

45
{;,* 8

Table 2.5.4.Iggg -» MR-'IB - .Repai'r*Repeat Report;Rate Qercexit) -
,IM -Ur.,i>4» . 1

. ¥1 '. *P \

== *4a 4 M
~z**}~&»Dispatches outsi2i'éMSAs

I n

Pitdducf
_x
Standard

Pseudo
CLEC
Tiesults

4

4

Aggregate
C LEC

Results

i 4'W i s

Bseuaacéc vs.
Standaard x4"

44 .4i*»*¢» 4 Jo

g

* f
" . . we

.¢ i :
a s  "
4

. W-4" g, x

AggI78g8t€.éLEc
vis. Standard :4

*  of . vv  .

See note
#1

22.22°o
n:  18 See note #1

Indeterminate -2 P
d 0.028,rd=.l81

Resldenti
at

17.4300
n :  2 6 7 5 2

See note
# I

9.3800
n:  64

See note #1
Panty

d=-.119, rd=.000

UNE-P
(POTS)

17 .71%
n:  3 0 2 3 3

5 0 .0 0 %
no 2

0.0000

Hz 4

Indeterminate -2 DP
d=0.351, r0=.116

Indeterminate -2 P
d=-.434, rd=.097

Business
19.9100

Hz 3481

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

standard of comparison for this measure is parity with Qwest retail
results.

r

Findings:
For dispatches within MSAs, Pseudo-CLEC results were in parity or
leaning towards parity for repair repeat report rate for all products.
Moreover, cormnercial CLEC results were in parity for all products.
CGE&Y finds that Qwest provides parity repeat repair report rates for
business, residential, and UNE-P troubles requiring a dispatch in an
MSA.

[

Note 1: The table cell is vacant due to no available data.
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Table 2.5.4.Iflhh -.S 1 ..16%
\ »* _s

'~» 'i

_ Repair'Repeat Report Rate (Percent)
Na dispatches (N/MQW " »

4 .x< 7
14'"*¢~ r

Product
.4*

. . »

Standard
18' v 'E

Aggregate
CLE v
Resin! s

1*J "K *

M
n '

Pseudo-CTEC vs.
S£and8rd

Ag3 e§z8 CLEC
. ,'vs Standard
1

0.0000
n: 2

27.4900
n' 1004

Indeterminate -> P
d--.499, rd=.l46

Parity
d-0.053, rd=.000

Resldentlal
18.0900

D' 114325
0.00° 0
n '  3

16.2100
n: 1049

Indeterminate -» P
d--.439, rd .128

Parity
d--.025, rd-.000

UNE~P
(POTS)

18.79%
n: 133699

5.2600
n 19

19.3500
n: 31

Parity
d=-.217, rd .008

Indeterminate -/ P
d 0.007, rd .081

Business 22.90°o
n: 19374

9
6" AS

.Table 2.5.4.1iiil-MR-TD -3*Repa,ir Répea; Report Rate' (Percent) -
' r " ' Interval ZaireGnu (AIR "` *,

4 4 v
, * 41 W

Yroduct

, 4

5.-.
.v *w

J

¢!~ {_
r
4

A

q .

18
84 £

Standard
Ir

*s
.._ ..,

M
\*Lg

4 ¢ . W

%

."='*1zaivV* 1.4€

.=" § ' 9 " j: ' 8 * .» \

* f'seud§8-GLEC
vs.. Sch nard*I

%f4='23 8

'4 'I *tKiK
*w

A§greg8te~ CLEC

vs. Standard
\

*
- w1- Jr:., .""I \

*ii

*

0.0000

Hz 9

20.37%
n: 1527

Parity
d=-.45I, rd-.022

Parity
d 0.018, rd=.000

Unbundled 2
Wire Analog

18.9600
n: 376817

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Findings:
For dispatches outside MSAs, commercial CLEC residential trouble
reports were repeated at rates demonstrated ro be in parity with retail.
Commercial CLEC results were indeterminate leaning towards parity
for business troubles. There are insufficient data for any parity
determination for UNE-P troubles. CGE&Y finds that Qwest provides
parity repeat repair report rates for business and residential troubles
requiring a dispatch outside an MSA.

Findings:
Among non-dispatched trouble reports, PseUdo-CLEC UNE-P and
commercial CLEC business and residential repeat rates demonstrated
parity with Qwest retail. When UNE-P PSeudo-CLEC. and aggregate
CLEC results were combined, the comparison with retail were in parity
(d=-0.065, rd=0.005).
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See note
#1 1

0.00%
rt See note #1

Insuff Evid
d=-.434, r0=.678,

rd=.258

Unbundled
2 Wire
Analog

17.65%
n: 34047

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Findings:
Both Pseudo-CLEC and aggregate CLEC Unbundled 2-Wire Analog
Loop trouble repeat rates were demonstrated to be in parity with Qwest
retail.

Note 1: The table cell is vacant due to no available data.

Findings;
There was only one out of service condition in Interval Zone Two
during the six-month test period for commercial CLECs, insufficient
for parity/disparity conclusions .

8

1

Trouble Rate MR-8

MeasureDescrqztian :
MR-8 Measures the trouble reports as a percentage of total installed
lines for a product group. The standard of comparison for this measure
is parity with Qwest retail results.
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Table 2.5.4.kkk-~ MR-8 - Trouble Rate
\

Product Standard
Pseudo~
C L E C
Results

Aggregate
CLE C
Results

Pseu¢i0-CLEC
vs. Standard

Aggregate CLEC
vs. Standard

060%
n' 165

1.2200
n 6125

Panty
d=-.037, rd 000

Panty
d~- 004, rd 000

Centrex 0.29%
n: 64960

0.0000

n: l
0.09%
11' 729

lnsuff Ev1d
d -.054, r0-.57l,

rd=.255

Parley
d - 025, rd .000

Centrex 21
I 30°o

n. 156553
0 00"0
n 70

097%
n 1033

Parity
d=-.114, rd=.000

Parity
d=-.016, rd=.000

DSO l 08%
n 105380

000%
n: 31

047"o
n 992 d

Parlty
-.104, rd 000

Parity
d -.036, rd .000

DSI 2.73%
n. 44796

See note
#1

037'o
no 6499 See note #1

Parley
d=-.105, rd-.000

ISDN BRI
1 2900

n: 25680
0.0000

n. 29

0.09°o

Hz 135 d
Parity

114, rd 000 d
Parity

083, rd 000

LIS 0 000 v
n' 8958

See note
#1

002%
n 142009 See note #1 Panty

d 0 013, rd .000

PBX
0 1200

n: 123280
0 000 0

n .  3 6

008%
n 2272

Panty
d -.035, rd- 001

Panty
d -.007, rd .000

Rcsldcntlal
228%

n 2021356
059%
n 210

2 05°  n

n 26461 d
Panty

_.074, rd- 000 d
Parity

008, rd= 000

Unbundled
Loop ADSL

1 88%
n: 36984

000%
n  l

192%
n 13

Indeterminate -2 P
d -.138, rd= 170

Panty
d-0 001, rd-.014

Unbundled 2-
W1re_Non-

Loaded Loop

1 29%

n~ 25680

See note
#1

l 44%
n: 4054 See note #1

Panty
d 0.007,rd 000

Unbundled 4-
Wire Non-

Loaded Loop

2 73° D
n: 44796

See note
#1

250%
n 10 See note #1 d

Parity
-.007, rd-.019

Unbundled
Loop Analog

Z 10%
lI' 2477069

See note
#1

0 0 0 ° 0

n .  13178 See note #1
d

Parity
146, rd .000

Uunbundled
Loop DS1

2.73° 0
no 44796

See note
#1

3 80%
n. 82 See note #1

Panty
d 0.030, rd= 000

Unbundled
Loop_ISDN

1 29%
n: 25680

See note
#1

2,1100
n 2487 See note #1

Parity
d=0.032, rd=.000

UNE-P
(POTS)

2.1000
n: 2477069

261%
n. 139

2.03%
n 9755

Panty
a-0.017, rd 000

Panty
d-_.003, rd-.000

Business 131%
Hz 455712

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Z

Note 1: The table cell is vacant due to no available data

Version 2.0 182



62.50%
Hz 8

83.05%
n: 1062

Indeterminate -> DP
d=0.236, r0=.060

Parity
d=0.00l 3
rd=.000

Residential
92.72%

no 273500
87.50%
n: 8

96.02%
n: 3518

InsuffEvid
d=0.088, r0=.285,

rd=.386

Parity
d=-.072,
rd=.000

UNE-P
(POTS)

91.71%
Rf 305750

70.00%
n: 10

74.00%
n: 50

Disparity
d=0.288, r0=.006

Disparity
d=0.243,
r0=.000

Business
83.13%

H; 32249

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Findings:
Pseudo-CLEC results were in parity for all product disaggregations
where data were available. Similarly, aggregate CLEC results were in
parity for all product disaggregations.

Repair Appointments Met MR-9

Measure Description:
MR-9 measures the percentage of appointment dates and times for
repair reports that are met. Disaggregations are based on dispatch
status and MSA. The standard of comparison for this measure iS parity
with Qwest retail results.

SS

Findings:
Qwest failed to provide the Pseudo-CLEC and commercial CLECs with
parity service for UNE-P repair appointments met. This disparity was
the subject of AzIwo2l25. Commercial CLEC results were in parity
for UNE-P repair appointments during the retest. However, this may
be due to the reclassification of certain CLECs' business and Centrex
21 data as UNE-P. Excluding these repair appointments makes
commercial CLEC data insufficient for any determination.

Aggregate CLEC results for business and residential repair
appointments met were demonstrated to be in parity with Qwest retail.

1
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Table 2.5.4.1mmm -.-- MR-9B - Repair Appointments Met (Percent)
-»  Dispatches outside MSAs(Y/MN)

Product Standard
Pseudo» ~

C L E C
Results

Aggregate
CLEC
Results

Pseudo-CLEC
vs.Standard

Aggregate CLEC
vs. Standard

See note #1
94.4400
n:  18

See note #1
Indeterminate -2 P
d=-.019, rd=.130

Residential 94.48°o
n: 26752

See note #1
96.8800
n: 64

See note #1
Parity

d--.059, td~.007

UNE-P
(POTS)

94.37%
n: 30233

50.00%
no 2

100.0%
n: 4

Indeterminate
,DP

d-0 . 546,
r0=. 106

Insuff Evil
d -.240, rt .687,

rd=.211

Business
93.5400

n :  348 ]

Table Z.5.4.1nx1n - MR-9C - Repair Appointments Met (Percent) -
No dispatches / MA) .. '

P]'0(hl€t Standard
¢

Pg€\Idg.e
C L E C
Resndts

g 4
A8 86 e ¥'seudo-CLEc? vs.
Results Standard

Aggregate
CLEC vs.
Standard

100.0°o
n: 2

97.31%
Hz 1004

Insuff Evil
d=-.l69, r0 .595,

rd-.325

Parity
<1--.004, I`d".000

Residential
97.87%

n: 114325
100.0%

n: 3
98.2800
Hz 1049

Insuff Evil
d=-.l46, r0 .601,

rd=.304

Parity
d--.015, rd=.000

UNE-P
(POTS)

97.77%
n: 133699

89.4700
Hz 19

100.0%
n: 31

Disparity
d=0.l80, r0~.007

Parity
d--.150, rd .047

Business
97.1700

n: 19374

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Note  1 : The  t able  ce l l  i s  vacant  due  to no ava i l able  da ta .

Findings:
For dispatches outside MSAs, aggregate CLEC residential results for
repair appointments met were in parity with Qwest retail. In addition,
CGE&Y finds that commercial CLEC results for percent business
repair appointments met were indeterminate leaning towards parity.
Pseudo-CLEC UNE-P results were indeterminate leaning towards
disparity. Commercial CLEC data for dispatched UNE-P repair
appointments met were insufficient for a parity determination.

Findings:
Pseudo-CLEC results for UNE-P revealed a disparity versus Qwest
retail. This disparity Was the subject of AZIW02125. However,
Qwest only missed 2 out of 19 UNE-P repair appointments for the
Pseudo-CLEC and missed no repair appointments for the commercial
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Table 2.5.4.1ooo - MR-10 ~» Customer-Related Troitblp Reports..
` _ ' ` ' (Percent) . . . rt . ~»

Pf'oduef*

4

Standard» »
. V4

'4 .4

x

Pseudo-
e1;E¢=;'
Results

»

Sr4.
Aggregae

` " *
~;ReS\lltS* `

R »\

VS

. \

Pseudo~CLEC
via Stgndaid,.~. ' I .

Aggrifgatg
CLEC vs.
Standard

Business Diagnostic
23.08%
n: 13

41 67%

nr 3573
NA NA

Resxdentlal Diagnostic
47.37%
nz 19

37.86"o
n: 7453 NA NA

UNE-P
(POTS) Diagnostic

294100
n: 17

429500
n: 149

NA N/A

Unbundled 2
Wire Analog Dlagllostlc

50.0000
n: 18

32.06° 0
Hz 2249

NA N/A

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

CLECs. Commercial CLEC results were in parity for UNE-P repair
appointments during the retest. However, this may be due to the
reclassification of certain CLECs' business and Centrex 21 data as
UNE-P. If these repair appointments are excluded, commercial CLEC
results indicate that Qwest met 10 of ll repair appointments during the
retest, which was in disparity with retail results. Qwest met all
Pseudo-CLEC repair appointments for business and residential
troubles, but data were insufficient for any determination. In addition,
aggregate CLEC results demonstrated parity for business and
residential troubles. Therefore, CGE&Y finds that Qwest is providing
CLECs with parity levels for repair appointments met for business and
residential troubles.

Customer and Non-Qwest Related Trouble Reports MR-10

Measure Description:
MR-l0 measures the percentage of all trouble reports that were
customer related. This is a diagnostic measure and included for
informational purposes only. Planned troubles generated as part of the
M&R functionality test were excluded from this measure.

it

Findings:
No performance standards were available for this measure, therefore no
findings are provided.
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Table 2.5.4.1ppp - BI-lA - Time tn Provide Recorded Usage
Records {Days)

Product Standard
Pseudo~
CLEC
Results

Aggregate
CLEC
Results

Pseudo-CLEC
vs.Standard

Aggregafa
QLEC

vs. Standard

Log: 1.48
Arith: 2.12
n: 14043

Log: 1.43
Arith: 1.85
n: 4827061

Log: Parity
d=-.576, rd=.000

Arith: Parity
d=-.257, rd .000

d
Log: Panty
-.603, rd 000

Arith: Parity
d=-276, rd=.000

UNE &
Resale

Log: 2.98
Arith: 5.98

Hz 136844015

Table 2.5.4.Iqqq -~ BI-2 -Invoices Delivered Within 10 Days
(Percent)

Product Standard
Pseudo~
CLEC
Results

Aggregate
CLEC'
Results

Pseudo-CLEC
vs.Standard

Aggregate
.. CLEC
vs. Standard

92.56%
n: 5755

100.0%
Hz 73164

Disparity
d--262, r0=000

Parity
d=-.0ll,rd .000

UNE &
Resale

99.98%
n: 137073

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Time to Provide Recorded Usage Records BI- 1

M e a s u r e  D e s c r i p t i o n : ,
BI-1 measures the average time interval from the date of recorded dai ly
usage to the date usage records are transmitted to the CLEC. This
measure is reported for UNE and resale usage combined and the
standard for comparison is parity against Qwest retail  results .

\

3.

Findings:
Pseudo-CLEC and commercial CLEC results for time to provide UNE
and resale usage records demonstrated parity with Qwest retail results.
Qwest provided CLECs with UNE and resale usage records in half the
time it provided to its own retail operations.

Invoices Delivered Within 10 Days BI-2

M e a s u r e  D e s c r q r t i o n : .
BI-2 measures~the percentage of invoices that are delivered to the
CLEC within 10 days of the bi l l  date. This measure is reported for
UNE and resale usage combined and the standard for comparison is
parity against Qwest retai l  results.

/
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99.94%
n: 148434

99.94%
n: 224896

Parity Parity
d=-.054, rd=.000

UNE &
Resale

99.40%
Hz 8314961

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Findings:
Based on Qwest adhoc data, Pseudo-CLEC and commercial CLEC
results for UNE and resale invoices delivered within 10 days of the bill
date were in parity with Qwest retail results. However, based on the
results of CGE&Y's data reconciliation of Qwest adhoc and Pseudo-
CLEC collected data, CGE&Y found that Qwest's BI-2 adhoc data was
not correctly reflecting the time to provide standard electronic bills.
The reconciliation proved that Pseudo-CLEC February electronic CRIS
bills were not delivered within 10 days of the bill date as described in
the Qwest adhoc BI-2 data, rather, they were delivered in July. This
discrepancy was described in AZIWOl2l l. Therefore, CGE&Y
recalculated Pseudo-CLEC performance results for BI-2 reflecting the
actual bill received date for the invoices associated with the February
electronic CRIS bills. The results of BI-2 using corrected data,
indicated that Pseudo-CLEC results were in disparity with Qwest retail.
However, this disparity finding was due entirely to the manual error
that caused the Februaryelectronic CRIS bills to be sent late. Qwest
has implemented a fix, and this problem has not reoccurred. Therefore,
CGE&Y finds that the disparity found for BI-2 no longer exists, and
Qwest is providing industry standard electronic bills within 10 days of
the bill date in parity with Qwest retail results.

Billing Accuracy BI-3

MeasureDescription :
BI-3 measures the percentage of billed revenue that is billed correctly
on bills rendered during the reporting period. This measure is reported
for UNE and resale usage combined and the standard for comparison is
parity against Qwest retail results.

Findings:
Pseudo-CLEC and commercial CLEC results demonstrated parity for
billing accuracy with Qwest retail results for UNE and resale.

F
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97,09%
n: 1304

99.26%
Ni 65082

Parity
d=.027, rd=.000

Parity
d=-.059, rd=.000

UNE &
Resale

97.92%
n: 2333627

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Billing Completeness Bl-4

Measure Description:
BI-4 measures the percentage of recurring and non-recurring charges
associated with completed service orders that appear on the correct bill
(next available bill). This measure is reported for UNE and resale
usage combined and the standard for comparison is parity against
Qwest retail results.

J

Findings:
Pseudo-CLEC and commercial CLEC results for UNE and resale bill
completeness demonstrated parity with Qwest retail results. However,
based on the results of CGE&Y's data reconciliation of Qwest adhoc
and Pseudo-CLEC collected data, CGE&Y found that Qwest's BI-4
adhoc data was not correctly reflecting percentage of recurring and
non-recurring charges associated with completed service orders that
appear on the correct bill (next available bill). The reconciliation
proved that additional orders were not being billed on the next available
bill as reported in Qwest's adhoc data. This was described in
AZIWOl214. Qwest acknowledged it was not calculating the measure
appropriately and instituted a fix on December ll, 2001. The results
provided for the Pseudo-CLEC are based on the findings of
AZIWOl214. CGE&Y analyzed historical data and validated that the
fix corrected the previously observed problem. Therefore, CGE&Y
finds that future commercial results can be relied on to evaluate
performance for this measurement.

2.5.4.2 Performance Measurement Test Exit Criteria
Prior to exiting the Functionality Performance Measurement
Evaluation, the following exit criteria had to be met:
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CGE&Y has analyzed all of the collected data.

J
Declaration of either Parity/Compliance or
Disparity/Noncompliance for all measurements
detailed in MTP Appendix C.

J

Incident Report Submitted to TAG for all Disparity /
Noncompliance declarations. ¢
All Performance Measures have passed, and/or all
parties agree the test is concluded, and/or the ACC
calls an end to the test.

J

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

1
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I Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

3. Retail Parity Evaluation

The purpose of the Retail Parity Evaluation (RPE) was to determine whether a CLEC
representative, using Qwest OSS interfaces, can provide a level of service and experience
that is substantially the same in time and manner as that which a Qwest representative can
provide using internal Qwest OSS interfaces. *

This report summarizes the activities conducted during the RPE. The specific OSS
interfaces available to CLECs that were evaluated are:

Interconnect Mediated Access - Graphical User Interface (IMA-GUI)
Electronic Data Interchange (EDI)
Electronic BondiNg - Trouble Administration (EB-TA)

All of the above forms of OSS access are classified by Qwest as "Interconnect Mediated
Access" because they do not provide a direct link to OSS functions, all incoming
transactions undergo mediation processes once they pass through the Qwest firewall in order
to be routed to the appropriate back-end systems.

The IMA-GUI system is a proprietary Qwest system specifically designed by Qwest for
CLECs to access Qwest's ordering systems. The CLEC experience when using this
system is almost entirely dependent upon design considerations and system architecture
decisions made by Qwest. .

EDI is an international standard for the interchange of business data between trading
partners. Qwest defines the application data elements and transactions that are unique to
its business, and it is the responsibility of the CLECs to design their own front-end
systems to capture information and translate it into the data elements and transactions
defined by Qwest. Once those data elements reach Qwest and are accepted by the
mediation process, however, they feed into the same systems used by IMA-GUI and
Qwest's own retail systems.

EB-TA is a system specifically set up between Qwest and certain trading partners for the
performance of M&R functions by those trading partners.

Approach

The RPE examined the following OSS functionality and business processes:

•

•

•

•

IMA-GUI Pre-Order/Order
IMA-GUI M&R
EDI Pre-Order/Order
EB-TA M&R

The following transactions were evaluated within the areas mentioned above:
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New Change
Suspend /
Restore

Conv /
Wm Back M&R

Address Vahdatlon X X X X
CSR Vahdatlon X X X
TN Selectlon X
Sewlce Avallabllity X X
Facility Ava11ab111ty X
Appointment Scheduler X X
Create and Submit LSR/order X X X X
Open Trouble Report X
Retrieve C1rcu1t/Trouble Hlsto X
Perform MLT X
Status Trouble X
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.F

The approach of the RPE was modified from the methodology outlined in the TSD and the
MTP with the concurrence of the ACC and DCI. The RPE was performed in two phases; In
Phase I, 36 various pre-order/order test cases and 8 additional iterations of the "conversion
of a small business Plain Old Telephone Service (POTS) customer" test case were executed.
The results of Phase I were used to identify areas of concentratioN for Phase II, and to
determine the number of iterations required for a statistically relevant test." Analysis of
Phase results identified 96 test cases for execution during Phase ll .

Paired resale andretail test scripts31 were developed from the test cases identified in the
Arizona 271 MTP. Each resale test script had a corresponding retail test script enabling a
comparison between IMA-GUI, EDI, and EB-TA and the equivalent retail systems. Each
paired test script was given the same case description. The case descriptions included:

•

•

•

•

•

•

addresses in the same wire centers
the same number of lines
the same account type (Residence or Business)
the same service type (e.g., POTS, ISDN-BRI)
the same service attributes (e.g., number Of lines, features)
the same activity (e.g., New Connect, Change, Conversion/Win back)

Each test script executed only those pre-order and order transactions applicable to the test
case description.

In order to control the execution of the RPE test, each script contained step-by-step
instructions to the service representative for data entry, collection of screen prints, and
performing and collecting requested transaction timings. CGE&Y perfonned on-site
monitoring of the retail service representative and the resale service representative during

Jo CGE&Y Archive File: RPE #1 - Variable Iterations Proposal 6/2000 & RPE Phase 11 Testing Executive Summary
31 CGE&Y Archive File: RPE #2 - Test Script Examples
so CGE&Y Archive File: RPE #3 - On-Site Test Administrator Monitor Instructions
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the execution of each test script. The execution of paired test scripts was synchronized so
that both the retail  and resale activities requested by the scripts occurred during the same
morning/afternoon hours of the same business d8y.33

Qualitative measures were used where an exact means of comparison was not possible .
Quantitative measures were used where "apples-to-app1es" comparisons of data elements
were possible . Timel iness measures were used where measurable  e lapsed timeframes were
avai lable . Measures included query response times, qual i ty  of information provided, and
number of steps required to complete the transaction.

The RPE measured equivalent resale/retai l  access to Qwest's OSS, including the time and
effort required to complete transactions and the overall experience of submitting an order or
performing M&R functions. Therefore, orders were only required to pass through the OSS
unti l  the receipt of a FOC - resale , or unti l  acceptance by the SOP - retai l . Orders
submitted during testing were cancelled prior to provisioning.

r

33 CGE&Y Archive File: RPE #4 . P-I & P-II Test Schedules
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4

3.1 IMA-GUI Pre-Order/Order

3.1.1 Introduction

The IMA-GUI pre-order/order evaluation was structured to evaluate the
mechanized service request capability available to a CLEC representative
(resale) using Qwest OSS interfaces and that available to a Qwest representative
(retail) using the equivalent internal Qwest OSS interfaces when performing
similar activity. The evaluation compared a CLEC's ability to process pre-order
queries and submit LSRs with the Qwest retail equivalent transactions. The
orders submitted during testing were cancelled prior to any provisioning.
Following the MTP/TSD, the terms "pre-order" and "order" were used for the
purposes of this evaluation and are used throughout this document. It must be
pointed out that, unlike resale, Qwest retail ordering activities do not distinguish
between pre-order and order transactions, for Qwest the two are combined into
order transactions.
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Create and Submit LSR/order X X X X
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3.1.2 Scope

The test included the following pre-order/order transactions for evaluation:

<

The evaluation methods for the pre-order/order transactions are explained
below:

U Address Validation: query response times, quality of information provided,
and number of steps required to complete the query were observed,
documented, and compared between Qwest retail interfaces and IMA-GUI

U Customer Service Record (CSR) Va1idation:IMA-GUI query response
times, quality of information provided, and number of steps required to
complete the query were observed and documented

Cl Telephone Number (TN) Selection: query response times, quality of
information provided, and number of steps required to complete the query
were observed, documented, and compared between Qwest retail interfaces
and IMA-GUI

U
J

Service Availability: IMA-GUI query response times, quality of informatioN
provided, and number of steps required to complete the query were observed
and documented

CI Facility Availability: query response times, quality of information provided,
and number of steps required to complete the query were observed,
documented, and compared between Qwest retail interfaces and IMA-GUI

A

U Appointment Scheduler: query response times, quality of information
provided, and number of steps required to complete the query were
observed, documented, and compared between Qwest retail interfaces and
IMA-GUI

U Create and Submit Local Service Request (LSR)/order: the extent ofpre-
order to order integration and the number of steps and fields required to
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complete and submit an LSR was compared between IMA-GUI and the
functional retai l  equivalents

3 .1 .3 Process

The scope of the RPE was modified from the methodology outl ined in the TSD
and the MTP with the concurrence of the ACC and DCI. The RPE test was
performed in two phases. In Phase I, 36 various pre-order/order test cases and 8
additional iterations of one (conversion of a small  business POTS customer) test
case were €X€CUt€d.34

> Phase I test results identif ied areas of focus for Phase II.

> Results of  the "conversion of a smal l  business POTS customer" test case
were used to obtain timeliness measure variation ranges.

As a result of the analysis performed on Phase I test data,35 detailed in Section
3.1.4, "Results," 96 additional test cases were identif ied for execution during
Phase H36

For both phases, test cases for pre-order and order on which qualitative,
quantitative and timeliness measures could be collected were taken from a
subset of the test scenarios identif ied in Appendix A of the MTP.

Paired resale and retail  test scripts were developed from the test cases.37 Each
resale test script had a corresponding retai l  test script, enabling a comparison
between IMA-GUI and the equivalent retai l  systems. Each paired test script was
given the same case description. The case descriptions included:

/

•

•

•

•

•

•

addresses in the same wire centers
the same number of l ines
the same account type (Residence or Business)
the same service type (e .g.,  POTS, ISDN-BRI)
the same service attributes (e.g., number of l ines, features)
the same activity (e .g., New Connect, Change, Conversion/Win back)

Each test script executed only those pre-order and order transactions applicable
to the test case description.

In order to control the execution of the RPE test, each script contained step-by-
step instructions to the service representative for dataentw, collection of screen
prints, and performing and col lecting requested transaction timings. CGE&Y
monitored, on-site, the retail  service representative and the resale service

34 CGE&Y Archive File: RPE #5 - P-I Test Scripts
35 CGE&Y Archive File: RPE #1 - Variable Iterations Proposal 6/2000 & RPE P-II Testing Executive Summary
as CGE&Y Archive File: RPE #6 <P-II Cells
37 CGE&Y Archive File: RPE #2 .. Test Script Examples
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The Pseudo-CLEC received Readiness Certification from Qwest. J

Qwest and the Pseudo-CLEC interfaces and systems (IMA-GUI
and retail equivalent) were operational and stable.

J

CGE&Y was granted access to the appropriate Qwest site(s) to
conduct the on-site testing and monitoring. This included the
creation of security badges and access to facilities and equipment
that would penni controlled observation of Qwest service
representative pre-order and order activities.

J

CGE&Y was granted access to the appropriate Pseudo-CLEC
site(s) to conduct the on-site testing and monitoring. This
included the creation of security badges to secure locations and
access to private test performance monitoring facilities and
equipment whenever available.

J

A Daily Test Order Monitoring Schedu1e was created by CGE&Y. J

CGE&Y members responsible for on-site monitoring were
provided with on-site telephone access for use in communication
with other CGE&Y members.

J

Retail Parity test scripts were created by CGE&Y.

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

representative during the execution of each test script. The timing of paired test
script execution was synchronized so that both the resale and retail activities
required by the scripts occurred during the same morning/afternoon hours of the
same business day.

Qualitative measures were used where an exact means of comparison was not
possible. Quantitative measures were used where "apples-to-apples"
comparisons of data elements were possible. Timeliness measures were used
where measurable elapsed timeframes were available. Measures included query
response times, quality of information provided, and number of fields and steps
required to complete the transaction.

Transactions applicable to each test~case description were performed. All three
measures were applied to applicable transactions performed during paired resale
and retail test script execution;

The following MTP and TSD entrance criteria were met prior to commencing
the IMA-GUI pre-order/order test:

a

f
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The Pseudo-CLEC's ability to collect data during performance of
CGE&Y provided test scripts was verified.

n/A*

CGE&Y's ability to access test data collected by the Pseudo-
CLEC during performance of CGE&Y provided test scripts was
verified.

n/A*

Valid account data were received from Qwest.

Test data elements that define the Pseudo-CLEC for purposes of
permitting interface activities with Qwest were populated in the
necessary databases.

J

The number of test iterations was identified. J

Test cases and iterations that were to be used to perform the
evaluations were completed and available.

J

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

3.1.4 Results

\

Phase II successfully executed 95 of the 96 scheduled paired test scripts. A
failed address validation for one resale test script was included in AZIWO1047-
l and that specific pair of test scripts was not re-scheduled. Qwest's response to
the IWO identified that the address was entered incorrectly, CGE&Y concurred.

CGE&Y evaluated the quantity of pre-order and order transactions and found
that the average number of required fields for resale was greater than the number
of required fields for retail for simple POTS services (the reverse was true for
complex services). The average number of steps required was consistently more
for resale than for retail for all services tested. The greater numbers of fields
and steps were the subj et of AZIWOl l l l. The Retail Parity re-evaluation
detennined that only l5% of the fields required for POTS were manual entry for
CLECs. AZIWOl l ll was closed on this basis. CGE&Y's evaluation of the
total pre-order query response times finds that across the scenarios, resale
response times were substantially and, statistically significantly longer than for
retail.38 This was the subject of AZIWOl l10. The Retail Parity re-evaluation
eliminated the http timing delays and showed that the resale and retail
experiences were substantially similar. AZIWOI l 10 was closed on this basis.

The fact that both resale and retail businesses use the same back-end systems to
process queries and order transactions is significant. The architecture put in

* CGE&Y Test Monitor collected data

as CGE&Y Archive File: RPE #7 - P~II Data Summary
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place to al low CLECs to access Qwest back-end systems is,  in CGE&Y's
opinion, a necessary step to preserve the integrity and security of these systems.
Moreover, the architecture was found to be sound and reasonably consistent
with other models used in the business-to-business and third party trading
partner software industry . While CGE&Y feels that i t may be possible for
Qwest to make the mediation process for these interfaces faster and more
efficient, it f inds that some transactional delay over and above that of
comparable retai l  systems is reasonable and that such delays do not necessari ly
imply that CLECs do not have a meaningful opportunity to compete.

The key quantitative, qual itative and timeliness questions answered by the RPE
are addressed in the sections that follow.

3.1.4.1 Timing Measurements

This section wil l  focus on the statistical analysis of the Phase II RPE
pre-order query response timings. These timings are the total  response
time for al l  pre-order query activities associated with each test script.
The timings are therefore the sums of several individual query timings,
and the number of timings per test script differs between resale and
retai l  and for different order types and services. The fol lowing table
i l lustrates this relationship:

1

\
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POTS NEW 7 5

POTS CHNG 4 2

POTS CONV 9 2

ISDN NEW 4 5

ISDN CHNG 1 4
ISDN CONV 3 4
CNTX NEW 4 6
CNTX CHNG 2 4
CNTX CONV 1 4
PBX NEW 4 4
PBX CONV 1 4

PVT LINE CONV 2 5
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.

I

Each original timing result start time was arrived at by submitting a
query as nearly as possible to the instant when the computer's clock
switched to the next second. The finish time was the reading on the
clock when the response was noted. If, for example, a query was
submitted at l0:3 l :00 and the system clock read 10:3 l :03 when the
response was noted, the timing would be recorded as 3 seconds.
However, the actual elapsed time could have been anywhere from 3.00
to 3.99 seconds. Therefore, on average, the individual timing
recordings are half a second shorter than the actual timings. Although
this is equally true for both resale and retail individual timings, the total
of all pre-order timings will be affected differently between resale and
retail due to the different number of timings involved. For example, a
retail POTS conversion involves nine pre-order timings, whereas a
resale POTS conversion only involves two pre-order timings. This
means the recorded elapsed time understates the true elapsed time by
(on average) 4.5 seconds for retail and l second for resale. To perform
a proper comparison, CGE&Y corrected for these biases before taking
logarithms of the elapsed times. Then CGE&Y perfonned its analyses
on the difference in the logarithms of the corrected elapsed times.

A similar process was followed in Phase I. In Phase I, most scenarios
were performed only once, so it was only possible to evaluate sample
size requirements for the various scenarios by "clumping" together
those scenarios which are logically similar, had similar effects
(differences in logarithms of corrected elapsed times), and had
reasonably low standard deviations of effects. The table below
illustrates the clumps which resulted from this process:
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33
43
20

118
185
12
12
31
25
56
17
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1 4.60 1.32 99.9

3 251 0.50 13.6

5 2.36 1.83 10.6

3 2.20 1.43 9.0

39 1.61 1.27 5.0

57 1.42 0.54 4.1

6 1.06 1.31 2.9

7 0.80 1.03 2.2

36 0.15 0.53 1.2

75 (1.15) 0.35 .32

229 (1.38) 0.29 .25

185 (2.15) 0.76 .12

770 (3.55) 1.30 .03

5

3

3

4

5

2

2

3

2

3

6

9

3

8

4

12

12

12

4

4

12

4

4

4

12

8

285%
161 %
315%
221%
186%
180%
739%
141 %
175%
103%
82%
97%
279%

8
4
12
7

21
4
4
20
4
4
4
12
8

A
R,s

o,p,Q
E,N

C,H,J,L,P,R
J,L
K

B,F,K,o
T
M
G
I
D

112
18

94

SubTotal
Dupe J,K,L,O,P,R

Total Phase II Sample
Size

100

8

92
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Each Phase I scenario constitutes a unique combination of Market (Bus
/ Res), Order Type (New / Change / Conversion ), Features (Y/N), and
Service (POTS / ISDN / Centrex / PBX / Private Line). Several of the
clumps in the above table have "(all)" for one or more of these factors.
For instance, the third row, labeled "BUS (all) N CTX," clumps
together all Business market Centrex orders, without regard to whether
they were New Connect, Change, or Conversion orders.

I E

The other columns are explained as follows:

Hz
Resale

_E
(secs) :
Retail

-t
(secs):
effect:

std_d_1og_t:

ratio :

Suggested
n:

\

Number of iterations
Total resale response time in seconds (after each
individual query time increased by .5 seconds as
described above) averaged over all iterations
Total retail response time in seconds (after each
individual query time increased by .5 seconds as
described above) averaged over all iterations
Average difference in the logarithms of resale_t and
retail_t
Standard deviation of difference in logarithms of
resale_t and retail__t
Antilog of effect. Can be approximately interpreted as
the ratio of resale_t / retail_t
Suggested Phase ll sample size for this clump which
would enable detection of a difference at least as large
as observed in Phase l (assuming same variance). If
the underlying difference in log response times is as
large as was observed in Phase I, using a sample size
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Detectable
Effect

Phase II
Scenarios:

# of
Phase II tests

as large as this suggested sample size wil l  ensure that
there wil l  be no greater than a 5% chance of
concluding that there is parity of service
The effect detectable using the suggested sample size.
For example, 300% indicates a si tuation where CLEC
response times are four times as long as retai l
Which actual Phase II scenarios correspond to this
c lump
The number of Phase II tests actually performed which
would fall in this clump

The variables, which most distinguish the clumps from each other, are
Service and Order Type. Figures 3. l  .4.la and 3.1.4. lb i l lustrate the
relationship of the difference in P h a s e I log response times to Service
and Order Type, respectively .
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Figure 3.1.4.1a: Phase I Total Response Time Resale vs Retail by Service

Each point is a test case result: horizontal axis value is the retail result, vertical ax"$ value is Resale result

Diagonal Line indicates parity performance

Points aw and to 'the left <>f diagonal indicate test cases with longer Resale response times than Retail

Points below and to the right of diagonal indicate test cases with shorter Resale response times than Retail
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Figure 3.1.4.1b: Phase I Tcttal Response Time - Resale vs Retell by Order Type

Each point is a test case result: horixorrtal axis value is the retail result, vertical axis value is Reade result

Diagonal Ume indicates parity performance

Points above and to the left of diagonal indicate test cases with longer Resale response times than Retail

Points below and to the right of diagonal indicate test cases with shorter Resale response times than Retail
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The Phase I results" suggest differences in the relationship between
resale and retail pre-order query response times from clump to clump.
Many of the clumps exhibited substantially longer resale than retail
times. However, POTS conversions and new connects with features
exhibited much longer retail than resale times, primarily due to several
extremely long retail address validation times (1440 seconds, 600
seconds, 480 seconds, etc.). It was detennined that script changes were
necessary to correctly measure the retail address validation times.
Therefore the Phase I data were used only to size the Phase ll sample,
and not pooled with the Phase II data for final analysis. ,

The clumps suggested by the Phase I data are not quite mutually
exclusive - some Phase I tests belong to more than one clump. Given
the resale versus retail differences observed in Phase I, it was desired to
have sufficient sample size in Phase ll to be 95% sure of detecting
differences at least as large.

39 CGE&Y Archive File: RPE #8 . P-I Data Summary
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There were 20 test scenarios examined within Phase II, with the
number of iterations per scenario varying from 2 through 12. The
following table provides the results and statistical calculations for each
of these 20 scenarios:

Each Phase II scenario constitutes a unique combination of Market
(Bus / Res), Order Type (New / Change / Conversion ), Features (Y/N),
and Service (POTS / ISDN / Centrex / PBX / Private Line). The other
columns are explained as follows:

n:
resa1e__t:

retai1_t1

effect:

ratio :

std_d__1og_t:

delta:
Version 2.0

Number of iterations
Total resale response time in seconds (after each
individual query time increased by .5 seconds as
described above) averaged over all iterations
Total retail response time in seconds (after each
individual query time increased by .5 seconds as
described above) averaged over all iterations
Average difference in the logarithms of resale__t and
retail_t
antilog of effect. Can be approximately interpreted as
the ratio of resale_t / retail_t
Standard deviation of difference in logarithms of
resale_t and retai1_t
Substantiality index -. ratio of effect / std_d_log_t. D-
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Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

t:
crit_t:

p va lue:

statistic of TSD Section 9. Where this is greater than
.143, the difference between resale and retail
timeliness is to be considered substantial
The Student's t statistic -. (Square root of n) * delta
One-tailed .05 significance level critical value of the
Student's t distribution with n-l degrees of freedom
The probability of observing at least as extreme a
result if in fact service is exactly at parity. If this is
less than .05 (or equivalently, if t > crit_t), then a
statistically significant disparity has been observed

Per Section 9 of the TSD, when a difference is both statistically
significant and substantial it will be considered evidence that access
provided to the CLECs is not at parity with access provided to retail.

\

The above table indicates that for all scenarios examined in Phase II the
timeliness of response was substantially longer for resale than for retail.
In addition, for all scenarios except 12, 13, 14, 15, and 18 (none of
which involved more than 4 iterations per scenario), the differences
were statistically significant at the .05 level.

a

Figure 3. 1 .4.lc illustrates the results:
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Figure 3.1.4.tc: Phase II Total Response Time Resale vs Retail by Scenario

Each point is a test case result: horixorrtaf axis value is the retail result, vertical axis value is Reade result

Diagonal Line indicates parity performance

Points above and to the left d diagonal indicate test cases with longer Resale response times than Retail

Points below and to the right of diagonal indicate test cases with shorter Resale response times than Retail
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The diagonal line in Figure 3. 1 .4. ac indicates exact parity of service.
Nearly all of the 94 points lie up and to the left of the diagonal line,
with a significant number of them quite far from the diagonal. This
indicates substantially longer response times for resale than for retail.

The following table examines each of the scenario-defining factors as
main effects :
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Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

The first four columns indicate disaggregation levels analyzed for each
row. A blank in these columns indicates that all possible values for that
column are used in the results for that row. For instance, the last row
considers all RES test scripts together, without regard for their Order
Type, Features, or Service.

\

The first row indicates that over all 94 test scripts in Phase II, without
regard to their unique factors, resale response times were about 3 times
as long as retail response times, 35 seconds versus 13 seconds. This
timeliness difference is statistically significant. (AZIWOl l 10) The
other rows show that the substantiality and statistical significance of the
timeliness difference persist within each value of each main effect
considered alone.

Further analysis indicates that variation in effect is mostly explained by
Service and Order Type, without regard to Bus/Res or
presence/absence of Features. The following table illustrates the results
for all combinations of Service and Order Type:

All combinatioNs of Service and Order Type examined in Phase II
exhibited substantial differences between resale and retail response
times. .Of these, all except ISDN Conversions (less substantial
difference), New PBX (sample size too small), and PBX conversions
(n=l, no statistical comparison possible) were statistically significant.
Figure 3.l.4.ld and Figure 3.l.4.le illustrate the relationship of
matched resale and retail response times to Service and Order Type :

\
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Figure 3.1.4.1d; Phase ll Total Response Time - Resale vs Retail by Service

Each point is a test case result: horizontal axis value is the retail result, vertical axis value is Resale result

Diagonal Line indicates parity performance

pos above and to the left of degond indicate test cases with longer Resale response times than Retail

Poirrts below and to the right of diagonal indicate test cases with shorter Resale response times than Retail
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Figure 3.1.4.1e: Phase II Total Response Time - Resale Vs Retail by Order Type

Each point is at test case result: horizontal axis value is the retail resiN, vertical axis value is Resale result
Diagonal Line indicates parity performance

Points able and to the left of diagonal indicate test cases with longer Resale response times than Retail

Points below and to the right of diagonal indicate test cases with shorter Resale response times than Retail
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The results clearly indicate substantial and significant disparity of pre-
order IMA-GUI response timeliness, with resale service representatives
waiting approximately three times as long for a response as retail
service representatives. This difference applies reasonably consistently
across the scenarios examined in Phase II, even to those scenarios
which exhibited extremely long retail address validation times in Phase
I. These extremely long Phase I retail times should therefore be viewed
as an artifact of a temporary condition impacting retail address
validations for POTS New Connects and Conversions with features.

The consistent disparity observed in Phase II was the subject of
AZIW01110. The Retail Parity re-evaluation excluded the Pseudo-
CLEC http timing delays and showed that the resale and retail
experiences were substantially similar. AZIWOI110 was closed on
this basis.

I.

Aayustingfor common per-individual-timing
validations or prejirewall d;'"erences:
Re-Analysis of Phase II:
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After identify ing the substantial  and pervasive timeliness disparities
described above, CGE&Y performed a re-analysis to determine
whether the difference in resale and retai l  response times might be due
entire ly to legitimate val idations performed on each individual ly-timed
query . This re-anaiysis was performed by f irst determining the lowest
individual query response time over al l  individual queries across al l  94
test scripts. The result was that the lowest individual resale query ,
average response time was 2.5 seconds, and for retai l  queries i t was 0.5
seconds. It was then considered that the maximum possible impact of a
consistent per-query validation check would be reflected in the
difference between these two minimal individual query response times.
Therefore, the resale total response times were adjusted by subtracting
2.0 seconds per individual  query timing. The results were then
analyzed as above, resulting in the fol lowing tables and graphs:

.s

J
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Figure 3.1.4.1f: Maximally Adjusted Phase II Total Response Time. By Scenario

2 secs subtracted from each individual Resale Query response time

Points avow and to the left of diagonal indicate test cases with longer Resale response times than Retail

Points blow and to the right of diagonal indicate test cases with shorter Resale response times than Retail
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Figure 3.1.4.1g: Maximally Adjusted Phase ll Total Response Time. By Semite
2 secs subtracted from each individual Resale Query response time

Points above and to the left of diagonal indicate test cases with longer Resale response times than Retail

Points below and to the right of diagonal indicate test cases with shorter Resale response times than Retail
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I

64

By Order Type
4

Rat&li

The re-analysis indicates that even after a maximal adjustment for
security validations is made, resale response times are still 2.35 times
as long as retail (on average 28 seconds versus 13 seconds) and this
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difference is highly statistically significant. This statistical significance
is relatively pervasive across the scenarios examined, though not as
pervasive as before re-analysis. Breaking out the scenarios by
combinations of Service and Order Type shows that the only qualitative
change in substantiality and significance resulting from the adjustment
process is on the Centrex Change scenarios. These are now only barely
substantially longer for resale than retail, therefore the difference is no
longer statistically significant. In conclusion, extra time on each
individual resale query due to security validations, differences in
network transmission or any other factors which would equally
lengthen every individual resale query, cannot be fully responsible for
the observed disparity.

The substantial and statistically significant disparity which remains
even after making the maximal possible adjustment for potential
security validations and other consistent per-individual query
differences between resale and retail pre-Order query response timings
was the subject of AZIWOI l10. The Retail Parity re-evaluation
eliminated the http timing delays and showed that the resale and retail
experiences were substantially similar. AZIWOI110 was closed on
this basis.

#1

3

Retail Parity Re-evaluation

CGE&Y conducted a limited re-evaluation of IMA-GUI pre-
order/order functionality. During the Retail Parity re-evaluation,
CGE&Y captured pre-order response times mechanically (via the HP
logger)4° and manually during the re-evaluation for resale transactions .
The mechanically captured response times included the time taken for
pre-order queries to be sent to Qwest and returned to the Pseudo-
CLEC." Manually captured timings included internal Pseudo-CLEC
HTTP routing as explaiNed in the third bullet of Section 3.1 .4.1.2 of
this report. For the purposes of AZIWOI l10, and to make a fair
comparison of the pre-order responses between resale and retail,
CGE&Y relied heavily upon the mechanically collected response times
as shown in the following figures; These figures indicate that the _
experience of a resale representative performing pre-order query
transactions were similar to that of a retail representative performing
similar activities using the internal OSS interfaces of Qwest. These
results led to the closure of AZIWO 1 l 10.

40 CGE8LY Archive File: RPE #12-HP Logger File
41 CGE&Y Archive File: RPE #13-Re¢evaluation Test Script Examples
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POTS
POTS

CENTRE
X

ISDN
POTS
POTS
POTS
POTS

24
28
5

12
45
48
14
19

4.88
4.68
8.20

12.33
15.34
7.63
5.29
4.84

3.33
4_11
7.80

11 .08
6.39
5.94
6.71
7.24

0.39
0.21
0.11

0.12
0.90
0.24
0.17
0.29

1.48
1.24
1.11

1.13
2.47
1.26
0.85
0.75

0.40
0.62
0.50

1.37
0.51
0.70
0.34
0.43

0.99
0.34
0.22

0.09
1.76
0.33
0.50
0.66

4.83
1.82
0.49

0.31
11.80
2.31
1.85
2.88

1.71
1.70
2.13

1.80
1.68
1.68
1.77
1.73

0.0000
0.0398
0.3265

0.3814
0.0000
0.0126
0.9568
0.9951

111
222
333

444
555
666
777
888

BUS
RES
BUS

RES
BUS
RES
BUS
RES

CHANGE
CHANGE
NEW

NON
NON
NON

CONVERT
CONVERT

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

CGE&Y cannot confirm or deny any statement that these timings alone
show parity or disparity. Per the MTP, CGE8cY evaluated "OSS
response times on a comparative basis, recognizing a difference in
process" (MTP v4.2, Section 5.2). CGE&Y used the data from the
preceding table, as well as other data and experience including the
Retail Parity re~evaluation to close AZIWO 1 l 10. These findings were
also used as basis for CGE&Y's conclusion that the CLEC
representative has an experience that is substantially the same in time
and manner as that of a Qwest representative and that these timing
differences do not negatively impact the customer experience.
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Figure 3.1.4.1j: Retai l  Parity Re-evaluation Tolal Response Time Resale vs Relai l  by Service
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Figure 3.1.4.1k: Fletan Polity Re-evaluation Tolal Response Time - Resale vs Retail by Order Type
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Figure 3.1.4.11: Retaii Parity Re-evaluation Total Response Time. By Scenario
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Figure 3.t.4.1n: Retail Parity Re-evaluation Total Response Time. By Order Type

Points about and to the left of diagonal indicate test carree with longer Resale response times than Retail

Points below and to the right of diagonal indicate test cases with shorter Resale reepcree times than Retail

128

64

321

2
GO
UI
w

n:

l et

8

4

I I I I | I

1 2 4 8 I B 32 ET

Fleuail

Version 2.0 22]



Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

3.1.4.1.1 Network Comparison
The disparity in processing times between resale and retail
queries can be explained in part by the topology of the
respective networks involved.

Qwest retail order management centers connect to Qwest's
legacy OSS and associated databases via QwestNet (Qwest
Intranet), a series of dedicated high-capacity tanks. CLECs
with dedicated OSS access are connected to the same
network, either through dedicated T-1 , fractional T-l, or
56kbps dial-up. Therefore, with the exception of the dial-up
method the medium by which connectivity is accomplished
is identical. The Pseudo-CLEC in the Arizona 271
evaluation used dedicated T-ls to access Qwest's OSS.

The end-to-end topology of a CLEC's interface with Qwest
OSS, however, is very different. CLECs must interface with
Qwest's back-end systems and databases using IMA-GUI
which Qwest classifies as "Mediated Access." The
mediation requires additional system processes not found in
the retail architecture, and results in additional time between
transaction initiation and completion, however, these
processes are generally accepted industry practice(s).

4

There are many systems and databases that make up the
Qwest suite of OSS. Some have direct access interfaces,
either with mediation or without, and some do not. The
primary Qwest legacy databases that may impact response
times with which both resale and retail representatives must
interface to accomplish the various pre-order queries and
order transactions ares

Business Operations Support System (BOSS) - CSRs
Customer Account Retrieval System (CARS) _- CSRs
Loop - or Line - Facility Assignment Control System
(LFACS) -. Facility information

PREMises Information System (PREMIS) _ Address
validation, TN assignment, and Primary Interexchange
Carrier/Local Primary Interexchange Carrier (PIC/LPIC)
information

•
\

Trunks Integrated Records Keeping System (TIRKS)
Database of central office and outside plant facilities.
Appointment Scheduler
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Some of the other systems and databases that do not impact
response times but are integral to the service order process
ares

•

•

SOP
Service Order Constructor

The majori ty  of  Qwest's legacy systems that handle pre-
'order and order activity are divided into three regions. As a
result, there are three different versions of most of the above
databases. These regional  versions are identif ied as PREMIS
East, PREMIS Central , and PREMIS West, and so on for the
other databases. The BOSS database only  exists in the
Eastern and Centra] regions, i ts function is served by CARS
for Washington and Oregon only . The Appointment
Scheduler is a Qwest-wide system.

In general , Qwest order management centers are responsible
for a specif ic  geographic region. As a result, a retai l  service
representative would most l ikely need to access only one set
of systems to complete a given order. For instance, for an
order in Qwest's central  region, the representative would
access BOSS Central ,  PREMIS Central ,  LFACS Central ,  e tc .
Furthermore, the l inks between these centers and the
databases they access are direct.

g
81

.

By comparison, al l  resale  access to the same systems is
funneled through one central location, regardless of the
physical  location of the CLEC service center. This is a
sound architectural  decision and by itself  imposes minimal
delay. The processing that occurs to transactions once they
reach this central point, however, does cause transactional
de lays.

Figure 3. 1 .4.1 .Ia illustrates the resale schema, Figure
3. 1 .4. 1 . lb illustrates the retail schema. Please note that the
diagram showing the resale architecture does not show the
locations of any CLEC order management centers. It does,
however, accurately depict the architecture and its
central ized transaction brokering.
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Figure 3.1 .4.1.1a - Qwest Resale Major Facilities Mapping
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' Note: Not all systems are at all OSS locations.

I Retail Mega Center I

Operations I
Support
Systems

(OSS)

Portland

/I \ Retail Mega, (
/

Relasl Mega

\
/

4 I
\

I

Sea

\/

Retail Mega
Ctr

Ur*

I

; OSS

Figure 3.1 .4.1 .lb - Qwest Retail Major Facilities Mapping

"~~»

Idaho Fa"é"~X'
. . . . . . i / v

\ P o c 8  b | | Q . \

` Retail Mega

`~ \ b;/-
\ _

Salt

s \ \
_\

\

\

4: .»»-»\ . . _ _ _ _ .

\

\ ' \

-\,._ \
~;~-~

/
-\-....____ I

¢

\
\

\.A_

\

. \

;~`>*_;

OSS

NF
- Retail Mega Retail Mega
\ ( Cir

OSS

-QmliHa
.r

_ -- v r
l * l ~if .

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

I

SD

ND

Ctr

OSS

.

_ 1

MN

M

St Paul

Des Milne

I Relaid Mega 'I

_. . -'  . /.

RelaiIMega I
Ctr ¢

Ctr

/
/

1
l
\

\\ \ \ /

~A3~---~;~1

I
I
I
\
\
\

- _ _ Retail Mega
Ctr _

, f
___.-4

Phoenix

\ Retail Mega .

7Albuq erqu
NM

Version 2.0

l

r

I
(
\

T Retail Mega

Y

1

l

A

225

3



Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

3.1.4.1.2 Interface Comparison
As previously stated, the centralized nature of the resale
architecture does not necessarily impose processing delays
by itself. The mediation required by Qwest's "Interconnect
Mediated Access," on the other hand, does have inherent
delays. These delays include: ,

q

Query and Transaction Routing: Because the legacy
system resale interfaces (designed prior to the
Telecommunications Act of 1996) do not directly access
any particular system or database, the mediation process
must decide what type of query is being Mn (e.g., address
validation, service availability, CSR), and in what
geographic area the end user is located in order to route
the query to the correct database. These functions are
performed by the following systems within Qwest:

-Business Process Layer
-Data Arbiter
-Fetch 'N Stuff

\
Network and Database Security: Because access to
Mediated Access is effected through a single log-in by
the CLEC at the Qwest firewall, the Qwest mediation
process must pass along the CLEC's certificate to each
system or database accessed so that authorization may be
granted. Several such security transactions take place
with each query. These transactions are transparent to
the user, but impose a time delay. These security
transactions protect both Qwest and the CLECs.

HTTP Routing: Because the IMA-GUI system is web-
based all transactions must be transferred via a web
(HTTP) server on the Qwest side and received by a web
server on the CLEC side. This imposes a minimal delay,
however, it must be mentioned since there is no
equivalent architecture on the retail side.

These delays can affect each individual query multiple times.
The transaction routing and database considerations internal
to Qwest's firewall may sen/e to explain part or all of the
statistically significant and substantial disparity found in
CGE&Y's pre-order query response timeliness analysis,
beyond the initial network access and initial once~per-query
security validation allowed for in CGE&Y's maximal
adjustment re-analysis.
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1 POTS RES CHNG w/Features 35 14 34 13
2 POTS RES CHNG w/o Features 29 13 29 13
3 POTS RES NEW who Features 54 32 54 27
4 POTS RES WINB w/Features 28 25 29 23
5 POTS BUS CHNG w/Features 32 14 31 14
6 POTS BUS CHNG w/o Features 40 13 32 1 3
7 POTS BUS NEW w/Features 56 34 53 32
8 POTS BUS NEW w/o Features 52 33 55 32
9 POTS BUS WINB w/Features 25 28 26 23
10 ISDN RES NEW w/o Features 52 117 50 29
11 ISDN BUS CHNG w/o Features 31 24 30 10
12 ISDN BUS NEW w/o Features 52 50 50 36
13 ISDN B/R WINBw/o Features 32 93 31 25
14 CNTX BUS CHNG w/Features 45 26 32 10
15 CNTX BUS CHNG w/o Features 47 27 31 11
16 CNTX BUS NEW w/o Features 57 63 48 30
17 CNTX BUS CONV w/o Features 27 49 26 17
18 PBX BUS NEW w/o Features 60 78 36 27
19 PBX BUS CONV w/Features 25 36 25 13
20 PVT BUS CONV w/o Features 46 60 37 37

I J I
J..

l
ERNS T & YOUNG Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

While these causes may explain why there is a timeliness
disparity, the disparity outlined in AZIWO1 l 10 nonetheless
exists, and it may be possible to design the transaction
routing or reduce the number of multiple security validations
each query experiences to considerably lessen the impact of
this disparity. The Retail Parity Re-evaluation eliminated the
http timing delays and showed that the resale and retail
experiences were substantially similar. AZIWOI 110 was
closed on this basis.

3.1.4.2 Quantitative Measurements

For the purposes of this evaluation "field" is defined as a data input
requirement, and "step" is defined as any progression in the overall
process such as clicking a button, moving to a new screen, etc. CGE&Y
compared the cumulative number of steps and fields required for resale
and retail to perform similar transactions. These are summarized in the
table that follows.

I

The preceding table shows that test case combinations 1-8, l 1, 12, 14
and 15 required more data entry fields for resale than retail and that test
case combinations 9, 10, 13, and 16-20 required more data entry fields
for retail than resale. The data are represented graphically in Figure
3.1.4.2a following.
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The preceding table also shows that, with the exception of test case
number 20, al l  test case combinations required more steps for resale
than retai l  to complete similar transactions. The data are represented
graphically in Figure 3. l  .4.2b following.

\
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Actual Fields Actual Steps
Test Cases Combinations Retail Resale Retail Resale

1 CNTX BUS New w/o Features 66 73 32 47
2 ISDN RES New w/o Features 102 46 29 56
3 CONV/Winback POTS BUS w/Features 29 23 22 15
4 CONV/Winback POTS RES w/Features 34 32 23 27
5 POTS RES New w/ Features 14 48 21 54
6 POTS BUS New w/ Features 27 48 25 43
7 POTS RES Change w/ Features 12 31 11 30
8 POTS BUS Change w/ Features 12 31 11 30

CLEC/Resa£e
CENTREX New Connect - 20 lines

Number of Fields % of Total Fields

Pre-populated Holds 29 15%
Pull Down 98 50°.,
Manual Entry 70 3500
Retail
CENTREX NewConnect - 20 lines
Pre-populated fields 0 0%
Pull Down 28 16%
Manual Entry 147 84°  0

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Retail Palitv Re-evaluation

The preceding table shows that test case combinations 1 and 5-8
required more data entry fields for resale than retail and that test case
combinations 2-4 required more data entry yields for retail than resale.
with the exception of test case number 3, there are more steps required
for resale than retail to complete similar transactions.

The preceding table also shows that, with the exception of test case
number 3, all test case combinations required more steps for resale than
retail to complete similar transactions. The data are represented
graphically in Figure 3. l .4.2d below.

CGE&Y found that for resale POTS service types data entry required
an average of 15% manual entry and CENTREX required 35% manual
entry. The data are represented graphically in Figure 3.l.4.2c below.

CENTREX orders performed during the Retail Parity re-evaluation:

L
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POTS orders performed during the Retail Parity re-evaluation:

Per the findings above, the percent of entries that must be performed
manually is significantly higher for retail representatives than it is for
CLEC representatives. Therefore, CGE&Y supports the conclusion
that the CLEC representative has an experience that is substantially the
same in time and manner as that of a Qwest representative and these
differences do not negatively impact the customer experience. These
findings were used to close AZIWOI 1 ll .

s
.3
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l) Does the Pseudo-CLEC
service representative
experience substantially the
same likelihood that the
order's original due date,
reserved TN and selected
features will remain
unchanged through receipt
of FOC versus that which is
experienced by the Qwest
service representative?

Y The resale and retail test
scripts experienced no
unasked-for changes to an
order's original due date,
reserved TN or selected
features through acceptance
by the SOP (retail), and
through receipt of a FOC
(resale).
NOTE: Per Section 5.2 of the
MTP, " .once the order has
been submitted, it is only
necessary to run the Retail
Parity Evaluation through the
ordering processes or through
submission of a trouble report.
Consequently, the Retail
Parity Evaluation activities
will be cancelled in the SOP."

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

3.1.4.3 Qualitative Measurements

Section 5.2 of the MTP states that the RPE "...is qualitative in that it
compares the information that a Qwest representative handling a
customer can obtain compared to that which a CLEC representative can
obtain, in terms of equivalency and accuracy. This includes not only
standard pre-order and ordering functionality, but also other
information needed to handle customers, such as: order status,
escalations, and obtaining preferential or vanity numbers."

CGE&Y compared the quantity and quality of information retrieved by
resale and retail systems in pre-order transactions. The focus of the
evaluation was whether both were able to retrieve equivalent
information from Qwest's OSS, such as similar appointment times,
requested TN's, etc.

The evaluation showed that the quality and quantity of information
obtained through pre-order queries was substantially the same as that
obtained by Qwest through similar queries, and that the overall
experience in submitting an order was also substantially the same for
both.

The results of this evaluation are further summarized in the following
table:
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TSI) Section 4.1Question Objective
Satisfied?

Comments

2) Is the time and effort to
perform pre-order queries
substantially the same for
Pseudo-CLEC and Qwest
service representatives?

Y Substantial differences were
found in both the timings and
the numbers of fields and
steps required for the various
queries between resale and
retail. Detailed explanations
of these differences can be
found in Sections 3.1.4.1 and
3. 1 .4.2 of this report.
(AZIWO1 l 10 -. timings;
Aziwoi l ll -. fields and
steps)

As stated in Section 3.1.4. l,
CGE&Y's re-evaluation
found pre-order response
times to be similar for
Pseudo-CLEC and Qwest
service representatives. These
findings close AZIWOl l 10
and AZIWOI l 11 .

3) Is the level of pre-order
to order integration
substantially the same for
the Pseudo-CLEC, when
using the IMA-GUI, and
Qwest service
representatives?

Y The IMA-GUI pre-order-to-
order integration for POTS
allows the resale service
representative to retrieve pre-
order responses via pull-
downs in the order generation
tabs. The retail systems do
not separate pre-order and
order functionality for POTS
service requests. While this
does not provide parity for
pre-order-to-order integration,
this iilnctionality does allow
creation of the resale order
without re-keying the pre-
order data.

For complex services,
however, the reverse is true.
The retail systems require
multiple entries to be made in
various systems. IMA-GUI
allows resale pre-order

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test
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responses to be retrieved via
pull-downs in the order
generation tabs. Neither retail
nor resale complex services
are flow through eligible.

During the Retail Parity re-
evaluation, CGE&Y
compared the number of
required manual fields to
create an LSR for resale. Pre-
order and order transactions
are not separated for retail.
POTS service types required
an average of l5% manual
entries by resale and 80%
manual entries by retail. The
CENTREX example used
during the Retail Parityre-
evaluation showed 35%
manual entries for resale and
84% manual entries for retail.

4) Is the data on the screens
presented to the Pseudo-
CLEC service
representative, by the IMA-
GUI, substantially the same
as the data presented to the
Qwest service
representative?

Y Resale pre-order query
response data were
substantially the same as retail
in content. The format of the
responses, due mostly to
systems design
considerations, was different
in most instances. The
responses returned were clear,
easily interpreted, and specific
to the query transaction.

5) For service to be
installed in the same serving
area, are substantially the
same reported facilities
available for the Qwest
service representative and
the Pseudo-CLEC service
representative?

Y Facility Availability queries
were found to produce
substantially the same results
for the Qwest service
representative and the Pseudo-
CLEC service representative
when conducted during the
same timeframe for the same
geographic area.

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test
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TSD Section 4.1 Question Objective
Satisfied?

Comments

6) Is the procedure used to
reserve large blocks of TNs
substantially the same for
both a Pseudo-CLEC
service representative and a
Qwest service
representative?

Y The procedure to reserve large
blocks of TNS required a
manual process for both resale
and retail for the same
geographic area. (DR-192)

Although the procedures for
both retail and resale are
manual, the manual
procedures exhibit
differences:

During the Retail Parity re-
evaluation, CGE&Y
determined the resale
representatives do not call the
same telephone number to
reserve large blocks of TNs as
the retail representatives. The
resale representatives receive
the requested TNs via FAX,
while the retail representatives
receive the TNS during the
call. The times ranged from 23
minutes to l hour and 10
minutes from the time the call
was placed to the INC until the
fax was received.42

7) For service to be
installed in the same serving
area, are substantially the
same due date intervals
experienced by the Qwest
service representative and
the Pseudo-CLEC service
representative?

Y Resale Appointment
Scheduling queries were
found to produce substantially
the same results as retail
queries conducted during the
same timeframe.

8) Is substantially the same
opportunity provided to the
Pseudo~CLEC service
representative and the
Qwest service representative

Y An Expedite Held is available
on the LSR form for the resale
representative to use to
indicate that an order needs to
be expedited, but this must be

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

42 CGE&Y Archive File: RPE# 14-Functionality Re-test Documented Results
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to expedite due dates? accompanied by a telephone
call to the Interconnection
Service Center (INC). The
retail representative must also
make an internal phone call to
expedite an order.

As a result of the
Functionality re-test and the
Retail Parity re-evaluation, it
is CGE&Y's opinion that the
process to request an
expedited due date is
substantially the same for the
resale representative and the
retail representative.

9) Is the procedure to
obtain and/or reserve a
"vanity" TN substantially
the same for both a Pseudo-
CLEC service representative
and a Qwest service
representative?

Y IMA-GUI does not provide
the functionality to request a
specific phone number. The
resale representative must call
Qwest in this situation.

The retail system allows the
representative to request a
specific number, and if that
number is not available it will
present a list of alternatives .
(AZIWOl l 12)

During the RPE re-evaluation,
CGE&Y determined through
observation of the test case
performance that both retail
and resale representatives
were accessing the same
Telephone & Address GUI
system to obtain the vanity
TNs. At this time CGE&Y
believes the resale
representatives have
substantially the same ability
to obtain and reserve vanity
TNs as the retail
representatives. These

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test
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findings closed AZIW01112.

10) Is the ability to make a
change on a pending order
that requires dispatch
substantially the same for
both a Pseudo-CLEC
service representative and
for a Qwest service
representative?

N/A Both the resale and retail
systems provide the ability to
make a change on spending
order that requires dispatch.

During the intent RPE
workshop discussions, it was
determined this functionality
could not be tested due to the
design of the RPE.

11) Is substantially the
same ability provided to
both the Pseudo-CLEC
service representative and
the Qwest service
representative to query
status of a pending service
order?

Y Both the resale and retail
systems provide the ability to
check the status of an order at
any time through order
completion.

As a result of the
Functionality re-test and the
Retail Parity re-evaluation,
CGE&Y found that the
statuses returned were clear
concise messages to inform
the Pseudo-CLEC what stage
the order was in. The
messages returned are as
follows:

>

> A FOC has been issued.
> The Service Request was

assigned to a service
representative.

> The Service Request has
an error condition.
Service Order Issued for
provisioning

It is CGE&Y's finding that
both the resale and retail
representatives have

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test
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substantially the same ability
to status a pending order, but
the quality of information
returned to the resale
representative is more clear
and concise than that which is
returned to the retail
representative.

12) For "working left-in"
situations, does IMA-GUI
provide the Pseudo-CLEC
service representative
substantially the same
amount of status
information as is provided
to the Qwest service
representative?

Y Resale Facility Availability
queries were found to produce
substantially the same results
as retail queries conducted
during the same timeframe.
"Working left-in" lines were
so designated in all cases.
(DR-193)

13) Are the hours of system
availability substantially the
same for Pseudo-CLEC
service representatives and
for Qwest service
representatives?

Y System hours of availability
are substantially the same for
resale and retail. (DR-l68)

14) Are the edit and error
checking capabilities
available to CLECs using
the IMA-GUI interface to
create orders substantially
the same to the capabilities
of a Qwest customer service
representative using the
retail interfaces?

Y Both resale and retail systems
provide error checking and
responses to indicate the
errors.

During the Retail Parity re-
evaluation, CGE&Y evaluated
the error messages generated
in IMA-GUI when there was
an error on an LSR. The error
messages were captured in
screen prints and are clear and
concise. The error messages
tell the resalerepresentative
what section (LSR, EU,
Resale, etc. font) and field
(APTCON, TOA, AGAUTH,
etc.) on the LSR the error is
contained in. It is CGE&Y's
opinion that the edit and error

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test
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TSB Section 4.1 Question Objective
Satisfied?

Comments

checking capabilities of IMA-
GUI are sufficient for the
resale representative to
identify and correct any errors
on a LSR.

There were no errors
encountered when submitting
the retail orders.

Criterion Completed

A11 completed Retail Parity test scripts were processed,
collected and retained by CGE&Y.

J

The collected data were analyzed by CGE&Y. J

The findings from CGE&Y's analysis were documented
in the RPE Report.

J

Identified interface and system errors were resolved via
the Master Issues Log Process and/or the IWO process.

J

A11 expected results, including issue and IWO
resolutions, were achieved.

J

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

The following MTP and TSD exit criteria were met for the IMA-GUI
pre-order/order test:

3.2 IMA-GUI Maintenance and Repair

3.2.1 Introduction
The IMA-GUI Maintenance and Repair evaluation was structured to evaluate
the mechanized M&R capability available to a CLEC representative (resale)
using Qwest OSS interfaces and that available to a Qwest representative (retail)
using the equivalent internal Qwest OSS interfaces when perfomiing similar
activity. The evaluation compared a CLEC's ability to perform the M&R
transactions on an end-user's line or circuit with the Qwest retail equivalent
transactions .
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Open Trouble Report X
Retrieve C1rcu1t/Trouble Hlstory X
Perform MLT X
Status Trouble X

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Note: Subsequent to completion of this evaluation, the IMA-GUI lVI&R has
been replaced with the CEMR system.

3.2.2 Scope
The test included the following transactions for evaluation:

The evaluation methods for the M&R transactions are explained below:

0 Open Trouble Report: query response times, quality of information
provided, and number of steps required to complete the query were
observed, documented, and compared between Qwest retail interfaces and
IMA-GUI

CI Retrieve Circuit/Trouble History: query response times, quality of
infonnation provided, and number of steps required to complete the query
were observed, documented, and compared between Qwest retail interfaces
and IMA-GUI

3

CI Perform MLT: query response times, quality of information provided, and
number of steps required to complete the query were observed, documented,
and compared between Qwest retail interfaces and IMA-GUI

D Status Trouble: query response times, quality of information provided, and
number of steps required to complete the query were observed, documented,
and compared between Qwest retail interfaces and IMA-GUI

3.2.3 Process

Test cases for M&R on which qualitative, quantitative and timeliness measures
could be collected were taken from a subset of the test scenarios identified in
Appendix A of the MTP. A11 M8LR test cases were executed during Phase I.

External constraints were imposed on the total number of RPE iterations. In
order to have a statistical design sufficiently powerful to detect substantial
differences, and still remain within the total sample size constraint, it was
decided to focus the sufficiently powered statistical evaluation on the pre-order
queries. As a result, the analysis of M&R query response timeliness is
insufficiently powered to detect moderate overall differences or even large
differences in subgroups of the total M&R RPE sample. Rather, the focus of
this timeliness analysis is only directional and there is therefore no need for a
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The Pseudo-CLEC received Readiness Certification from
Qwest.

J

Qwest and the Pseudo-CLEC interfaces and systems (IMA-

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

phased approach in the M&R RPE. Nonetheless, a limited statistical analysis on
the data collected is provided herein.

Paired resale and retail test scripts43 were developed from the test cases. Each
resale test script had a corresponding retail test script, enabling a comparison
between IMA-GUI and the equivalent retail systems. Each paired test script was
given the same case description. The case descriptions included:

addresses in the same wire centers
the same number of lines
the same account type (Residence or Business)
the same service type (e.g., POTS, ISDN-BRI)

Each test script executed only those M&R transactions applicable to the test case
description.

In order to control the execution of the RPE test, each script contained step-by-
step instructions to the service representative for data entry, collection of screen
prints, and perfonning and collecting requested transaction timings. CGE&Y
monitored, on-site, the retail service representative and the resale service
representative during the execution of each test script. The timing of paired test
script execution was synchronized so that both the resale and retail activities
required by the scripts occurred during the same morning/afternoon hours of the
same business day.

Qualitative measures were used where an exact means of comparison was not
possible. Quantitative measures were used Where "app1es-to-app1es"
comparisons of data elements were possible. Timeliness measures were used
where measurable elapsed timeframes were available. Measures included query
response times, quality of information provided, and number of fields and steps
required to complete the transaction. L

A11 three measures were applied to applicable M&R transactions performed
during paired resale and retail test script execution.J

The following MAP and TSD entrance criteria were met prior to commencing
the IMA-GUI M&R test:

43 CGE&Y Archive File: RPE #9 .. P-I M&R Test Scripts
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GUI and retail equivalent) were operational and stable. \/

CGE&Y was granted access to the appropriate Qwest site(s) to
conduct the on-site testing and monitoring, This included the
creation of security badges and access to facilities and
equipment that would permit controlled observation of Qwest
service representative M&R activities .

J

CGE&Y was granted access to the appropriate Pseudo-CLEC
site(s) to conduct the on-site testing and monitoring. This
included the creation of security badges to secure locations and
access to private test performance monitoring facilities and
equipment whenever available.

J

A Daily Test Order Monitoring Schedule was created by
CGE&Y.

J

CGE&Y members responsible for on-site monitoring were
provided with on-site telephone access for use in
communication with other CGE&Y members .

J

Retail Parity test scripts were created by CGE&Y. J

The Pseudo-CLEC's ability to collect data during performance
of CGE&Y provided test scripts was verified.

n/A*

CGE&Y's ability to access test data collected by the Pseudo-
CLEC during performance of CGE&Y provided test scripts
was verified.

N/A*

Valid account data were received from Qwest. J

Test data elements that define the Pseudo-CLEC for purposes
of permitting interface activities with Qwest were populated in
the necessary databases.

J

The number of test iterations was identified. J

Test cases and iterations that were to be used to perform the
evaluations were completed and available.

J

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

F

g

`CGE&Y Test Monitor collected data
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3.2.4 Results

Following is a table presenting the raw data for the 18 matched resale and retail
individual M&R queries performed as part of the RPE:

The above table seems to indicate that the number of fields and steps is
approximately the same or fewer for resale than for retail, except for the number
of fields required to create a ticket (work order) for non~designed services
(POTS, CTX, PBX), where ll or 12 fields need to be entered for resale as
compared to 3 for retail.

As described more fully in Section 3.1.4.1, the individual recorded timings used
to compile the above table are on average a half second shorter than the true
response time. In the analysis below, this is corrected for by adding a half-
second multiplied by the number of timings to each of the above response times.

Unlike pre=order and order queries, M&R queries do not have to be processed
by the Business Process Layer and Fetch N' Stuff. (DR-218) M&R queries are
forwarded directly from the MEDIACC gateway forprocessing by Loop
Maintenance Operations System (LMOS) and Work Force Administration
(WFA). There is much more similarity between the resale and retail M&R
processes involved on an individual query basis than for pre-order queries. This
enables an analysis based on individual M&R query response times. The
following table indicates the timeliness results main effects for the M&R queries
scenarios examined in Phase I:
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BUS
RES

CNTX
ISDN
PBX
POTS

PvtUne

History
MLT

Status
Tkt

1

5

9

1

I

1.61
1.44
2.65
0.05
1.00
2.2a
0.69
1.38
1.53
1.76
0.05
0.37
2.65
1.59

18

14

2

2

2

2

7

7

12

6

2

4

2

8

2

1.24
1.68
0.15
1.24
8.38

11.70
0.93
0.51
0.94
2.19
1.24
0.78
0.15
3.30

0.53

18.42
22.79
2.50
3.75

36.50
104.50

4.21
2.86
5.17

44.92
3.75
3.63
2.50

37.31

3.00

7.86
4.89

33.50
3.00
6.50
2.50
5.29

12.36
8.67
6.25
3.00
5.25

33.50
4.38

6.25

0.22
0.52

-1.87
0.22
2.13
2.46

-0.07
-0.68
-0.06
0.78
0.22

-0.25
-1.87
1.19

-0.64

0.14
0.36

-0.71
4.44
2.12
1.08

-0.10
-0.49
-0.04
0.45
4.44

-0.68
-0.71
0.75

-1 .490.43

0.58 1.74 0.285
1.34 1.77 0.100

-1.00 6.31 0.750
6.29 6.31 0.050
3.01 6.31.0.102
1.53 6.31 0.1847

-0.27 1.94 0.6022
-1.30 1.94 0.8786
-0.14 1.80 0.5563
1.09 2.02 0.1625
6.29 6.31 0.0502

-1.36 2.35 0.8661
-1.00 6.31 0.7500
2.12 1.89 0.0356

-2.11 6.31 0.8589
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The first row indicates that over all of the 18 individual M&R queries conducted
in Phase I, without regard to their unique factors, resale response times were
about 24% longer than retail response times.44 This difference is neither
substantial nor statistically significant per the TSD Statistical Approach.

r

A generally similar pattern is obsewedfor most of the main effect rows.

The major exception to this is consideration of all eight individual POTS
queries. These results (second to the last row in the above table) indicate that
response to resale M&R queries on POTS services takes about 3.3 times as long
as to retail M&R queries on POTS services. The observed difference is both
substantial and Statistically significant. However, as it is based on only eight
observations, which are actually on only two M8LR ticket scenarios,45 and is not
part of a consistent pattern across the very limited number of M8LR queries, this
should not be viewed as evidence of disparity.

The sample size is also much too small to consider Service
combinations, as each of these has only one or two queries.

Query

For illustrative purposes only, the M&R resale and retail query response times
are presented by Service and Query Type in Figure 3.2.4a and Figure 3.2.4b:

44 Although the average response times seem to indicate a higher ratio, 18 seconds versus 8, this is misleading because the difference in averages
has been overly influenced by the single MLT POTS RES result of 205.5 seconds for resale versus 3.5 seconds for retail, As statistical
comparisons on timeliness measures are performed on transformed values to stabilize the variance and symmetrize the distribution, it is more
appropriate to look at the column labeled "effect," which for interpretive purposes can be exponentiated to form the ratio column. This is the
antilog of the average of the differences in log-times, which is not the same as the ratio of the average difference in times, but is a more useful
characterization of the timing differences.
45 This violates the uncorrelated errors assumption required for the t-test, as the MLT and History were performed at about the same time, as
were the Ticket submission and Status.
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Figure 3.2.4a: M8<R Transaction Response Time - Resale vs Retail by Service

Each point is a test case result: horizontal axis value is the retail result, vertical axis value is Resale result

Diagonal Line indicates parity performance

Points above and to the left cry diagonal indicate test cases with longer Resale response times than Retail

Points below and to the right of diagonal indicate test cases with shorter Resale response times than Retail
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M8¢Fl Transaction Response Time - Resale vs Retail by Transaction Type

Each point is a test we result: horixorrtal axis value is the retail result, vertical axis value is Resale result
. Diagonal Line indicates parity performance

Points avow and to the left d diagonal indicate test cases with longer Resale response times than Retail

prims below and to the right of diagonal indicate test cases with shorter Resale response times than Retail
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As is apparent from die above table and Figure 3.2.4b, creating a ticket and
getting its status dOesn't take longer for resale than retail. As stated above in this
section, M8cR transactions are accepted by the MEDIACC gateway and are
forwarded to LMOS and WFA without having to go through the Business
Process Layer and Fetch N' Stuff as pre-order and order transactions do.
However, performing an MLT and obtaining a ticket's history appears to take
substantially longer (about 10 times as Iong46).

As the minimum individual M&R query response time is the same, 1.5 seconds,
for both resale and retail, there is no basis to conclude that there may be extra
resale security validation time consistently across all query types and services,
so no maximal adjustment re-analysis was performed for M&R.

The M&R scenarios wereperformed primarily to determine that the response to
these queries provided comparable information to both resale and retail.

46 Based on the ratio column in the transaction type table. Although the average response times seem to indicate a higher ratio, 18 seconds
versus 8, this is misleading because the difference in averages has been overly influenced by the single MLT POTS RES result of 205,5 seconds
for resale versus 3.5 seconds for retail. As statistical comparisons on timeliness measures are performed on transformed values to stabilize the
variance and symmetrize the distribution, it is more appropriate to look at the column labeled "effect," which for interpretive purposes can be
exponentiated to form the ratio column. This is the antilog of the average of the differences in log-times, which is not the same as the ratio of the
average difference in times, but is a more useful characterization of the timing differences.
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All completed Retail Parity test scripts were processed,
collected and retained by the CGE&Y.

J

The collected data were analyzed by CGE&Y. J

The findings from CGE&Y's analysis were documented in the
RPE Report.

J

Identified interface and system errors were resolved via the
Master Issues Log Process and/or the IWO process. J

All expected results, including issue and IWO resolutions, were
achieved.

J

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

CGE&Y was able to verify that the functionality provided to both resale and
retail was substantially the same. For example, the functions necessary for
resale to open a trouble ticket were the same for retail. Comparable MLT results
were received for both resale and retail. Upon request, trouble history was
available to both resale and retail along with trouble ticket status. The
timeliness data gathered directionally supports parity for the queries of issuing a
ticket and obtaining its status. The functionality test will address M&R test
scenarios in quantity in addition to actual trouble conditions experienced by the
Pseudo CLEC's end=user customers. Performance measurement data specific to
M&R will be gathered, calculated, analyzed and reported in the functionality
section of the Final Report. .

The number Of steps and fields over all the transactions and services tested is
similar or fewer for resale than retail, except for issuing a ticket on non-designed
services, where l 1-12 fields are required for resale versus 3 for retail.

The following MTP and TSD exit criteria were met for the IMA-GUI M&Rtest:

|

3.3 EDI Pre-Order/Order

3.3.1 Introduction
The EDI pre-order/order evaluation was structured to evaluate the mechanized
service request capability available to a CLEC representative (resale) using .
Qwest OSS interfaces and that available to a Qwest representative (retail) using
the equivalent internal Qwest OSS interfaces when performing similar activity.
The evaluation compared a CLEC's ability to process pre-order queries and
submit LSRs with the Qwest retail equivalent transactions.
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New Change
Conv /

Win Back
Address Validation X X X
CSR Validation X X
TN Selection X
Service Availability X X
Facility Availability X
Appointment Scheduler X X
Create and Submit LSR X X X

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

3.3.2 Scope

The test included the following transactions for evaluation:

The evaluation methods for the pre-order/order transactions are explained
below:

Ex Address Validation: quality of information provided was observed, ,
documented, and compared between Qwest retail interfaces and EDI

Cl CSR Validation: quality of information provided via EDI was observed and
documented

U TN Selection: quality of information provided was observed, documented,
and compared between Qwest retail interfaces and EDI

<

1;1 Service Availability: quality of information provided.via EDI was observed
anddocumented

\..

U Facility Availability: quality of information provided was observed,
documented, and compared between Qwest retail interfaces and EDI

E: Appointment Scheduler: quality of information provided was observed,
documented, and compared between Qwest retail interfaces and EDI

4 El Create and Submit LSR: the extent of pre-order to order integration provided
for submission of an LSR was compared between EDI and the fLmctional
retail equivalents

3.3.3 Process

Test cases for pre-order and order on which qualitative measures could be
collected were taken from a subset of the test scenarios identified in Appendix A
of the MTP.
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The Pseudo-CLEC received Readiness Certification from Qwest. J

Qwest and the Pseudo-CLEC interfaces and systems (EDI and
retail equivalent) were operational and stable .

J

CGE&Y was granted access to the appropriate Qwest site(s) to
conduct on-site testing and monitoring. This included the
creation of security badges and access to facilities and J

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Paired resale and retail test scripts47 were developed from the test cases. Each
resale test script had a corresponding retail test script, enabling a comparison
between the resale systems (EDI) and the equivalent retail systems. Each paired
test script was given the same case description. The case descriptions included:

•

•

•

9

•

•

addresses in the same wire centers
the same number of lines
the same account type (Residence or Business)
the same service type (e.g., POTS, ISDN-BRI)
the same sewiceattdbutes (e.g., number of lines, features)
the same activity (e.g., New Connect, Change, ConversioWWin back)

Each test script executed only those pre-order and order transactions applicable
to the test case description.

In order to control the execution of the RPE test, each script contained step=by-
step instructions to the servicerepresentative for data entry, collection of screen
prints, and performing and collecting requested transaction timings. CGE&Y
monitored the retail service representative and the resale service representative
during the execution of each test script. , The paired test script execution was
synchronized so that both the resale and retail activities requested by the scripts
occurred during the same morning/afternoon hours of the same business day.

Per Section 4.1 of the TSD, only qualitative and quantitative test measures were
applied to EDI/EB-TA test script execution.

Per Section 4.5 of the TSD, captured input data were compared to ensure that
both performed substantially the same queries and similarly compared the data
that were returned for the query.

The following MTP and TSD entrance criteria were met prior to commencing
the EDI pre-order/order evaluation:

47 CGE&Y Archive File: RPE #10 . P-II EDI Test Scripts
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equipment that would permit controlled observation of Qwest
service representative pre-order and order activities.

CGE&Y was granted access to the appropnate Pseudo-CLEC
site(s) to conduct on-site testing and monitoring. This included
the creation of security badges to secure locations and access to
private test performance monitoring facilities and equipment
whenever available.

J

A Daily Test Order Monitoring Schedule was created by
CGE&Y.

J

CGE&Y members responsible for on-site monitoring were
provided with on-site telephone access for use in communication
with other CGE&Y members.

J

Retail Parity test scripts were created bY CGE&Y. J

The Pseudo-CLEC's ability to collect data during performance
of CGE&Y provided test scrlpts was verified.

n/A*

CGE&Y's ability to access test data collected by the Pseudo-
CLEC during performance of CGE&Y provided test scrlpts was
verified.

n/A'

Valid account data were received from Qwest. J

Test data elements that define the Pseudo-CLEC for purposes of
permitting interface activities with Qwest were populated in the
necessary databases.

J

The number of test iterations was identified. J

Test cases and iterations that were to be used to perform the
evaluations were completed and available.

J

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

3.3.4 Results

Per Section 4.5 of the TSD, the comparative evaluation of data was limited to
the number, type and quality of data elements returned (no timeliness measure
was used for this evaluation).

CGE&Y Test Monitor collected data
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TSD Section 4.1 Question Qbjecfive
Satisfied?

Comments
»

l ) Does the Pseudo-CLEC service
representative experience
substantially the same likelihood
that the order's original due date,
reserved TN and selected features
will remain unchanged once it is
accepted by the SOP, and through
receipt of FOC for resale orders,
versus that which is experienced by
the Qwest service representative?

Y The resale and retail test scripts
experienced no changes to an
order's original due date,
reserved TN or selected
features through acceptance by
the SOP (retail), and through
receipt of a FOC (resale).

NOTE: Per Section 5.2 of the
MTP, ..once the order has
been submitted, it is only
necessary to run the Retail
Parity Evaluation through the
ordering processes or through
submission of a trouble report.
Consequently, the Retail Parity
Evaluation activities will be
cancelled in the SOP."

2) For service to be installed in the
same serving area, are substantially
the same reported facilities
available for the Qwest service
representative and the Pseudo-
CLEC service representative?

Y Resale Facility Availability
queries were found to produce
substantially the same results
as retail queries conducted
during the same timeframe and
in the same geographic area.

3) Is the procedure used to reserve
large blocks of TNs substantially
the same for both a Pseudo-CLEC
service representative and a Qwest
service representative?

Y The procedure to reserve large
blocks of TNs required a
manual process for both resale
and retail for the same
geographic area. (DR-192)

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

CGE&Y compared the quality of information presented to both resale and retail
pre-order and order transactions. The focus of the evaluation was to determine
whether both resale and retail were able to retrieve equivalent information from
Qwest's OSS, such as similar appointment times, requested TNs, etc.

The evaluation showed that the quality and quantity of information obtained
through EDI pre-order queries was substantially the same as that obtained by
Qwest through similar queries, and that the overall experience in submitting an
order was also substantially the same for both.

The results of this evaluation are further summarized in the following table :

I

1
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4) For service to be installed in the
same serving area, are substantially
the same due date intervals
experienced by the Qwest service
representative and the Pseudo-
CLEC service representative?

Y Resale Appointment
Scheduling queries were found
to produce substantially the
same results as retail queries
conducted during the same
timeframe geographic area.

5) Is substantially the same
opportunity provided to the Pseudo-
CLEC service representative and
the Qwest service representative to
request extended due dates (due
dates longer than thirty days into
the fLlture)?

Y Test scripts were successfully
conducted requesting due dates
of 45 days from the date of
order submission for both
resale and retail.

6) Is substantially the same ability
provided to both the Pseudo-CLEC
service representative and the
Qwest service representative to
query status of a pending service
order?

Y Both the resale and retail
systems provide the ability to
check the status of an order at
any time through order
completion.

7) For "working left-rn" situations,
does EDI provide the Pseudo-
CLEC service representative
substantially the same amount of
status rnfomationas is provided to
the Qwest service representative?

Y Resale Facility Availability
queries were found to produce
substantially the same results
as retail queries conducted
during the same timeframe.
"Working left-in" lines were so
designated in all cases. (DR-
193)

8) Are the hours of system
availability substantially the same
for Pseudo-.CLEC service
representatives and for Qwest
service representatives?

Y System hours of availability
are substantially the same for
resale and retail. (DR-168)

9) Are the edit and error checking
capabilities available to CLECs
using the EDI interface to create
orders substantially the same to the
capabilities of a Qwest service
representative using the retail
interfaces?

Y Both resale and retail systems
provide error checking and
responses to indicate the errors.

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

<

The following MTP and TSD exit criteria were met for the EDI pre-order/order
evaluation:

. I

/
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All completed Retail Parity test scripts were processed, collected
and retained by CGE&Y.

J

The collected data were analyzed by CGE&Y. J

The Endings from CGE&Y's analysis were documented in the
RPE Report.

J

Identified interface and system errors were resolved via the
Master Issues Log Process and/or the IWO process. J

All expected results, including issue and IWO resolutions, were
achieved

J

Open Trouble Report X
Retrieve Circuit/Trouble History X
Perform MLT X
Status Trouble X

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

r

3.4 EB-TA Maintenance and Repair

3.4.1 IntrOduction

\

<

The EB-TA Maintenance and Repair evaluation was structured to evaluate the
mechanized M&R capability available to a CLEC representative (resale) using
Qwest OSS interfaces and that available to a Qwest representative (retail) using
the equivalent internal Qwest OSS interfaces when performing similar activity.
The evaluation compared a CLEC's ability to perform the M&R transactions on
an end-user's line or circuit with the Qwest retail equivalent transactions. For
the purposes of the EB-TA M&R test, "Pseudo-CLEC" refers to the
participating CLEC.

3.4.2 Scope

The test included the following transactions for evaluation:

The evaluation methods for the EB-TA M&R transactions are explained below:

cl Open Trouble Report: quality of information provided was observed,
documented, and compared between Qwest retail interfaces and EB-TA
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The Pseudo-CLEC received Readiness Certification from Qwest. n/A*

Qwest and the Pseudo-CLEC interfaces and systems (EB-TA J

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

D Retrieve Circuit/Trouble History: quality of information provided was
observed, documented, and compared between Qwest retail interfaces and
EB-TA

D Perform MLT: quality of information provided was observed, documented,
and compared between Qwest retain] interfaces and EB-TA

D Status Trouble: quality of information provided was observed, documented,
and compared between Qwest retail interfaces and EB-TA

3.4.3 Process

Paired resale and retail test scripts48 were developed using Friendly test lines.
Each resale test script had a corresponding retail test script, enabling a
comparison between EB-TA and the equivalent retail systems. Each paired test
script was given the same case description. The case descriptions included:

End-user address
TN on which test was to be run
Action to be accomplished (e.g., open trouble ticket, perform MLT)

In order to control the execution of the EB-TA M&R test, each script contained
step-by-step instructions to the service representative for data entry and the
collection of screen prints. CGE&Y monitored, on-site, the retail service
representative and the resale service representative during the execution of each
test script. The timing of paired test script execution was synchronized so that
both the resale and retail activities requested by the scripts occurred during the
same morning/afternoon hours of the same business day.

Per Section 4.1 of the TSD, only qualitative and quantitative test measures were
applied to EDI/EB-TA test script execution.

Per Section 4.5 of the TSD, captured input data were compared to ensure that
both performed substantially the same queries and similarly compared the data
that were returned for the query.

The following MTP and TSD entrance criteria were met prior to commencing
the EB-TA M&R test:

w

is CGE&Y Archive File: RPE #1 1 . p-11 EB-TA Test Scripts
' A participating CLEC was used for the EB-TA evaluation.
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and retail equivalent) were operational and stable.

CGE&Y was granted access to the appropriate Qwest site(s) to
conduct the on-site testing and monitoring. This included the
creation of security badges and access to facilities and
equipment that would permit controlled observation of Qwest
service representative M&R activities .

J

CGE&Y was granted access to the appropriate Pseudo-CLEC
site(s) to conduct the on-site testing and monitoring. This
included the creation of security badges to secure locations and
access to private test performance monitoring facilities and
equipment whenever available .

J

A Daily Test Order Monitoring Schedule was created by
CGE&Y.

J

CGE&Y members responsible for on-site monitoring were
provided with on-site telephone access for use in communication
with other CGE&Y members.

J

Retail Parity test scripts were created by CGE&Y. J

The Pseudo-CLEC's ability to collect data during performance
of CGE&Y provided test scripts was verified.

n/A*

CGE&Y's ability to access test data collected by the Pseudo-
CLEC during performance of CGE8LY provided test scripts was
verified.

n/A*

Valid account data were received from Qwest. J

Test data elements that define the Pseudo-CLEC for purposes of
permitting interface activities with Qwest were populated in the
necessary databases.

¢

The number of test iterations was identified. J

Test cases and iterations that were to be used to perform the
evaluations were completed and available .

J

I Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

N

\

° CGE&Y Test Monitor collected data
• CGE&Y Test Monitor collected data
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All completed Retail Parity test scripts were processed, collected
and retalned by CGE&Y.

J

The collected data were analyzed by CGE&Y. J

The findings from CGE&Y's analysis were documented in the
RPE Repolt.

J

Identified interface and system errors were resolved via the
Master Issues Log Process and/or the IWO process.

J

A11 expected results, including issue and IWO resolutions, were
achieved.

J

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

3.4.4 Results

The EB-TA M&R scenarios were performed primarily to determine that the
response to these transactions provided comparable information to both resale
and retail. CGE&Y was able to verify that the functionality provided to both
retail and resale was substantially the same. For example, the functions
necessary for resale to open a trouble ticket were the same for retail and the data
input requirements (i.e., TN, address, customer name, trouble code and
description, contact information) were substantially the same. The resale
trouble ticket is transmitted to Qwest through the ETTR ticket menu. If the
transmission is successful, the frame containing the phrase "ticket has been
successfully created" is received, if the transmission is unsuccessful, a message
explaining what information is missing in order to create a ticket or why the
ticket was not created is received. Comparable MLT results were received for
both resale and retail. Trouble history and trouble ticket statusing were
available to both resale and retail.

The functionality test will address lVI&R test scenarios in quantity in addition to
actual troubles experienced by the Pseudo-CLEC's end-user customers.
Performance measurement data specific to M&R will be gathered, calculated,
analyzed and reported in the functionality section of the Final Report.

In the professional opinion of CGE&Y the quality and quantity of infonnation
obtained through EB-TA M&R transactions were substantially the same as that
obtained by Qwest through similar transactions, and that the overall experience
in submitting M&R transactions was also substantially the same for both.

(

The following MTP and TSD exit criteria were met for the EB-TA M&R test:
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4. Capacity Test

Introduction
As part of the certification of Qwest to provide non-discriminatory access to its OSS,
CGE&Y was engaged to conduct a Capacity Test.

The purpose of the Capacity Test was to determine whether Qwest's OSS and processes can
handle both current as well as reasonably foreseeable future volumes of pre-order and order
transactions, all ,while meeting established benchmarks intended to evaluate levels of
performance.

Approach

The Capacity Test was performed in accordance with Section 6 of the Master Test Plan,
Version 4.2 dated June 29, 2001 (MTP 4.2),and Section 5 of the Test Standards Document,
Version 2.10, dated September 6, 2001 (TSD 2.10). As an entrance criterion to the Capacity
Test, a detailed test plan was developed (see Section 5.2.4(a) of the TSD 2.10). A Capacity
Subcormnittee was fanned as a sub-group of the Arizona TAG to deal with the technical
issues associated with the Capacity Test and to take into consideration commercial
conditions. The Capacity Subcommittee consisted of participants from ACC, DCI,
CGE&Y, HP, Qwest, WorldCom, and AT&T with occasional representation from other
TAG members. Admission tithe Subcommittee was open to all TAG members. The
System Capacity Test Detailed Plan, Version 2.02, dated July 25, 2001 (SCTDP 2.02),
developed by CGE&Y with input from the Capacity Subcommittee, was the governing
document for the execution of the System Capacity Test, which includes the Stress Test.

Three main areas were covered by the Capacity Test: the System Capacity Test, a System
Scalability review and a Staff Scalability review. ' ,

System Capacity Test

The System Capacity Test was designed to determine whether Qwest's current OSS are
sufficient to process forecasted volume 12 months from the date of the test. The test was
conducted in a production environment, and supplemented existing production 10ads to
arrive at the anticipated forecasted volume. The System Capacity Test exteNded over an
eleven-hour time frame, commencing at 7:00 a.m. Mountain Standard Time (MST) on
August 10, 2001, and ending at 6:00 p.M. MST. A total of 21,500 pre-order transactions
were executed consisting of 18,316 EDI and 3,184 GUI transactions. A total of4,915 LSRs
were submitted of which 4,217 were submitted through EDI and 698 through GUI.

The System Capacity Test also included a stress test, which placed an additional load equal
to 150% of the 12-month test'slbusy hour load to current production volumes. These loads
were incrementally increased over a short time period. The purpose of this test was to
gather and evaluate performance measurement data during each of these time periods in
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order to determine the processing volume at which Qwest's OSS performance begins to
deteriorate. The stress test was performed over a four-hour period, 9:00 a.m. MST through
l :00 p.m. MST, and was conducted on August 17, 2001. A total  of  14,387 pre-order
transactions were executed consisting of 12,053 EDI and 2,334 GUI transactions. A total  of
3,121 LSRs were submitted of  which 2,686 were submitted through EDI and 435 through
GUI.

The System Capacity  Test was original ly  intended to evaluate whether Qwest's systems
could meet benchmark standards set for pre-order transactions (PO-1), percent order f low-
through (PO-2) and Firm Order Conlinnations (FOCs) (PC)-5) given the increased load.
However, by definition, al l  System Capacity Test orders were designed to f low through or
were specif ical ly intended to fal l  out for manual intervention. Therefore by agreement of
the Subcommittee, the System Capacity Test was l imited in scope to evaluation of the PO- l
and PO-5 measures.

/

The success criteria for the System Capacity Test as defined in the Detailed Test Plan is as
fol lows:

12 Month volumes: meet PO-1 and PO-5 benchmarks or pass scalabi l i ty  review
9 Month volumes: meet Po-l  and PO-5 benchmarks or pass scalabi l i ty  rev iew
6 Month volumes: meet PO-1 and PO-5 benchmarks and pass scalabi l i ty  review
Stress Test:  diagnostic  only

Since Qwest systems met the benchmark at the 12-month volumes, additional tests at the
lower volumes as defined in the TSD were not performed.

Currently, Qwest does not measure actual CLEC pre-order transactions to report results for
Po-l ,  but instead uses a simulated transaction system known as MA Response  Time
Measurement (IRTM). An integral  part of  the System Capacity  Test was to col lect actual
response times experienced by the Pseudo-CLEC in order to compare results during the
System Capacity Test to those reported by Qwest using IRTM. These data did not rei iute the
assertion that results generated from Qwest's simulated system are a the representation of
pre-order transaction response times experienced by CLEC service representatives.

The first task of the Capacity Subcommittee was to determine the volumes to be used for the
test. These volumes included expected demand for the entire Qwest 14-state region for
those systems that support al l  14 states. Regional  systems were tested for volumes
supporting that region. After the Subcommittee agreed upon volumes those volumes were
submitted to the TAG for approval . Simultaneously, other aspects of the test plan, including
order transaction mix, distribution between EDI and GUI, etc., were developed by the
Subcommittee. Qwest provided CGE&Y with test accounts, which were then used for the
various scenarios. After preparation activities for the test were complete, several
Operational Readiness Tests (ORTs) were performed to ensure that al l  orders would f low
through as anticipated and that the necessary processes to perform the test and gather the
data generated were in place and functional . Once Qwest's systems successful ly  passed the
l2-month test, the busy hour volume was used as the base for the stress test. This volume
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was incremented in 15-minute intervals unti l  a volume 50% higher than the base volume
was reached. This higher volume was input at a sustained rate for two hours.

System Scalabi l i ty

The System Scalabi l i ty  review evaluated whether Qwest's processes, procedures and
planning tools could adequately manage the abil i ty of i ts OSS to scale for antic ipated larger
workloads. The review included the evaluation of Qwest's procedures for capacity
expansion to determine if  adequate procedures are in place for scal ing Qwest's systems to
provide suff ic ient capacity to handle future CLEC loads. This review also evaluated the
backup plans, disaster recovery plans and other procedures that guide Qwest's staff in
executing the OSS interface capacity planning.

As part of the System Scalabi l i ty  review, CGE&Y obtained Qwest's procedures for tracking
OSS loads and capacities, forecasting future OSS loads and providing OSS computer growth
in an effort to understand system architecture and gain knowledge of the capacity adjustment
procedures used within Qwest. This information was necessary in order for CGE&Y to
assess whether Qwest's OSS interfaces could be scaled in a timely manner to accommodate
increases in CLEC volumes; .

Staff Scalability

The Staff Scalability review evaluated whether Qwest has the capability to adjust its
workforce to meet future CLEC order volumes requiring manual intervention. As part of the
staff scalability review, CGE&Y evaluated whether Qwest's staff planning process was
sufficient in terms of the number of staff, the facilities in which to house the staff and the
training necessary to bring new personnel up to the required level of productivity.

In conducting i ts evaluation, CGE&Y reviewed Qwest's support center workforce
development modeling procedures and the l ink between future volume projections and
workforce modeling procedures. Support centers were evaluated for their abi l i ty to respond
to increased workloads and to provide adequate resources to handle the manual processing
of non-f low-through LSRs. Contingency plans to meet unforeseen increases in order
volume, and Qwest's disaster recovery plans to ensure continued CLEC support were also
evaluated. The abi l i ty  of Qwest's recruiting and training programs to provide staff  with the
necessary ski l ls to perform manual support functions was also reviewed by CGE&Y.

4.1 System Capacity Test

4.1.1 Introduction

The System Capacity  Test consisted of  two phases: l ) a test of  the OSS using
forecasted loads of up to twelve months into the future and, 2) a stress test to test
whether Qwest could process an additional load equal to 150% of the 12-month
test's busy hour load.
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The purpose of the System Capacity Test was to determine whether Qwest's
systems have suff ic ient capacity to handle workload volumes required to support
CLEC order and pre-order activities anticipated within 12 months from the date
of test execution and sti l l  maintain established performance measurement levels.
This was accomplished by determining the forecasted 12-month volume and
supplementing existing commercial  volumes on the day of the test with Pseudo-
CLEC transactions in order to generate the forecasted load. The Capacity Test
val idation evaluated the abil i ty of Qwest's OSS and interfaces to perform in a
stable manner under a defined workload and determined the level of order
activity where the OSS performance levels began to deteriorate during the stress
test phase.

As stated above, the Capacity Test consisted of generating a certain number of
order and preorder transactions during the time frame of the test. These
transactions were input at the same proportion as actual  volume. For example, i f
l0% of the current dai ly load is input from 10 a.m. unti l  l  l  a.m., then 10% of
the test load was input during the same time frame.

Originally, the TSD separated Phase I of the Capacity Test into three tests
consisting of a 6-month, 9-month and 12-month test. Each test was to evaluate
the operation of Qwest's OSS under volumes anticipated for each time period.
The 6-month test was to be performed initial ly with the 9-month commencing
upon successful completion of the 6-month test and so on. However, the
Capacity Subcommittee, at the recommendation of CGE&Y, made a decision to
reverse the order of testing and begin with the 12-month test, thereby only
performing the 9-month test should Qwest's systems fai l  to meet performance
benchmarks with the 12-month volume.

In order to provide a common Understanding of the OSS included in the
Capacity  Test, brief  descriptions and schematic  diagrams of the MA and EDI
architectures for pre-ordering, ordering and provisioning are provided in Figure
4. 1 .la. Figure 4. 1 . Ia depicts the mediated access architecture culTently
provided by Qwest for the MA and EDI interfaces. As shown, the CLEC OSS
or workstations access the Qwest gateways through a security  f irewal l .  They
communicate with the Qwest human-to-computer interface and/or the computer-
to-computer interfaces to transmit and receive information.

\

l

Version 2.0 264

\

as



Service
Order

Constructor

MA GUI
Firm

Order
Manager

Data
Arbiter

MA
Gateway

Fetch
.N_

Stuff
EDI

Gateway

End
Gateway

MA GU!

Client Network I Gateways Business Processing ass Access ass

CLEC
OSS

Figure 4.1.1a

>

Qwest Security Firewall

QWest INC

Sewlce Rep

R/ M

Mediated Access Architecture

< >

I
I
I
l

Business
Process

Layer

Common
MA

Database
( LSRs)

\

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

- >

>

r

ALOC-CNUM
PREMIS
BOSS
Facility Check

LFACS
Appointment Scheduler

Service

Order
Processiors

Network

CLEC.
Service Rep )

y '

CLEC
Service Rep

Shared Components
\uuolllGuu 1 - l1.a f \ual.a u al I-':la1...uu1 I

mapping & access)

The System Capacity Test was designed to reflect volumes needed to
adequately test the Qwest systems that support the Arizona CLEC community.
To perform the test, those systems that support all 14 states in the Qwest region
were tested with the projected 14-state volumes. Those systems supporting a
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specific region were tested with the volumes anticipated only for that region.
Those systems that only support Arizona were tested with Arizona volumes.

4.1.2 Scope

The scope of the System Capacity Test was to evaluate whether the relevant
Qwest systems have sufficient capacity to handle the defined workload volumes
required to support CLEC pre-order and order activities at the performance `
benchmarks defined in the PID. Appendix C of the MTP provides a list of
performance measures that were to be evaluated during the Capacity Test.
Following the MTP, CGE&Y monitored pre-order and order response times
experienced by the Pseudo-CLEC to gather data to calculate results for PO-1,
PO-2 and PO-5 and determine whether Qwest's systems performed adequately
with the increase in volume. However, since the intent of the System Capacity
Test was to validate system performance, not Qwest's ability to handle manual
orders or to test flow-through capabilities, only flow-througheligible LSRs were
to be used in the test. Therefore, an agreement was reached between the parties
that only PO-lA&B and PO-5A would reevaluated as part of the Capacity Test
and this evaluation made no finding on Qwest's ability to handle volumes of
LSRs that fell to manual processing.49 ,

Capacity Test Performance Measurements
r

One of the success criteria for the Capacity Test was whether or not Qwest's
performance continued to meet benchmark standards for certain performance
measurements with the increased volume. Therefore, it is vital to have a general
understanding of the measures evaluated as part of the test.

PO-1 - Pre-order Response Time

PO-1 evaluates the timeliness of responses to specific pre-ordering/ordering
queries for CLECs through the use of Qwest's OSS. The time interval between
query and response for transactions submitted either via GUI or EDI is included *
in the measure. Submeasure PO-lA measures response time for the GUI, and
submeasure PO-IB measures response time for EDI. Qwest does not collect
data on actual CLEC pre-order transaction times but instead uses a system that
simulates the transactions of requesting pre-ordering/ordering information from
the existing OSS. The time interval between query and response consists of the
period from the time the transaction request was "sent" to the time it was
"received" via the gateway interface. Table 4. l .Za reflects the pre-order
transactions and the benchmark for each.

Tabl e  4 . 1 . 2a  P r e - O r de r  Re s pons e  Ti me s

49 LSRs that triggered rejections that could be handled in a mechanized environment and LSRs lhatfell to the manual-handling queue were
included in the test.
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3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Facility Availability
Street Address Validation
Customer Service Records
Telephone Number
Loop Qualification

<25 seconds
<10 seconds
<12.5 seconds
<10 seconds
< 20 seconds**

<25 seconds
<10 seconds
<12.5 seconds
<10 seconds
< 20 seconds**

Note:
* The Pseudo-cLEc's load generator tracked PO-lA part B (Transaction Response times).
CGE&Y added IRTM part A (May/June average as agreed by the Capacity Subcommittee and
the TAG) .
** Benchmark applies to response time only. Request time and Total time were also reported.
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In addition to evaluating whether Qwest met the above benchmarks for the PO- 1
measure, CGE&Y also analyzed IRTM results to detemineif the simulated
transactions are an accurate representation of the CLEC's actual pre-order
response time. This analysis included comparing both sets of results to each
other and to the appropriate benchmark.

PO-5 -. Firm Order Confirmations On Time

PO-5A monitors the timeliness with which Qwest returns FOCs to CLECs in
response to LSRs received; The interval measured is the period between the
LSR received date/time and Qwest's response with a FOC notification. For
purposes of the Capacity Test, PO-5 was limited to an evaluation of P0-5A, the
percent of fully electronic orders that flow through within 20 minutes. The
Capacity Test only evaluated (in terns of the PID) flow-through orders that
actually did flow through, in accordance with Section 5.2.2.2(b) of the TSD.

In addition tO reporting on the above performance measurements, CGE&Y also
issued a Transaction Report, which provided details of each LSR and was used
to determine the status of LSRs that did not receive a FOC.

Capacity Test Drders

One of the major tasks of the Capacity Test involved determining the total
number of transactions to be generated during the test. The number of proposed
transactions was determined by the Capacity Subcommittee and agreed to by the
TAG. Discussions over the appropriate forecasted volumes began in February
2000 and final agreement was reached in July 2000.

During the volume discussions, Qwest provided the Capacity Subcommittee
with a forecast of estimated CLEC volumes for one year from the proposed test
month. The CLECs reviewed and questioned the forecast which resulted in
Qwest modifying the results as follows:

> Arizona volumes were increased for UNE-P, LNP, UNE-L, and UNE~L
w/LNP by 15% in September 2001 .
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> UNE-P volumes were  increased by  5%, and the  UNE-L and UNE-L w/LNP
volumes were increased by 10% in September 2001 for Arizona, Colorado,
Minnesota, Nebraska, New Mexico, Oregon, Utah and Washington.

> UNE-P volumes were  increased by 10% across the 14 Qwest states.

Qwest made the changes to the forecast, the Subcommittee agreed and the TAG
approved the revised Capacity Test volumes. '

The System Capacity Test was performed in Qwest's production environment
and included existing commercial  Volume during normal business hours. The
Pseudo-CLEC's load generator provided the necessary quantity of simulated
activity for processing via Qwest's GUI and EDI gateways to supplement
existing volume to generate total  order activity as agreed to by the TAG. The
Capacity Test orders went through the ordering process unti l  the issuance of a
FOC or the order was placed into the proper error queue. Per the TSD, Qwest's
maintenance and repair (M&R) systems, bi l l ing and usage systems, and
provisioning systems were out of scope for the Capacity Test.

The Capacity Test orders were cancelled following receipt of the FOC or
notif ication that the order had fal len out for manual processing. Any Capacity
Test orders that fel l  into the manual intervention queue were also cancelled and
were not processed by Qwest's Interconnection Service Centers (ISms).
Therefore, no FOCs should have been generated for these LSRs. The cleanup
effort of cancel ing the Capacity Test LSRs was performed during non-business
hours so as not to affect production. All  Capacity Test POTS and LNP LSRs
issued by the Pseudo-CLEC had an extended due date of up to 75 business days
from the date of the test as an additional s a f e g u a r d to prevent provisioning
activ i ties from being conied out by Qwest. Unbundled Network Elements -
Loop (UNE-L) orders and UNE-L with LNP were processed with an extended
due date of up to 36 business days from the date of the test. These dates are the
maximum due dates that Qwest's business rules al low for an LSR to f low
through without special handling thereby not effecting normal processing of the
order.

Final ly , Qwest provided CGE&Y with performance measurement data
pertaining to the Capacity Test for PO-1 (IRTM), PO-2 and PO-5 along with a
list of orders that fell out for manual intervention. Q w e s t also provided system
information, such as CPU, memory and disk uti l ization. CGE&Y used the
Pseudo-CLEC collected data along with the Qwest performance measurement
data to evaluate the success level  of the Capacity Test. CGE&Y obtained pre-
order response times experienced by the Pseudo-CLEC and compared them
against the simulated response times generated during the Capacity Test by
IRTM to make a comparison and draw a conclusion as to whether Qwest's
simulated system is an adequate representation of the CLEC's actual pre-order
response time experience. -
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4.1.3 Process

This section defines the test requirements and describes the overall process that
was employed for conducting, administering and managing the Capacity Test as
outlined by the TSD 2.10. The test requirements were developed by the
Capacity Subcommittee, presented in the SCTDP 2.02 (see Appendix P) and in
accordance with the TSD 2. 10, reviewed with the TAG for approval prior to
conducting the Capacity Test. To maintain fairness and blindness of the test,
neither Qwest nor the CLECs knew, in advance, the actual date that the System
Capacity Test was to be performed. All supporting documentation for this area
of the Capacity Test may be found on a CD ROM located in CGE&Y's viewing
room.

The SCTDP 2.02, as per the Section 5.2.4 of the TSD 2. 10, specifies the scope,
approach, entrance, exit and execution requirements for the Capacity Test. This
plan was reviewed with the Pseudo-CLEC, the CLECs and Qwest prior to
commencement of the test. TSD 2.10, along with the SCTDP 2.02 provides for
the execution of as many as four test phases. The outcome of each phase
determines whether the next phase will be executed. However, the TSD 2.10
and the SCTDP 2.02 differ on the order in which three of the phases are to be
conducted. The TSD 2.10 first executes the 6-month test proceeding to the 9-
month only upon the success of the 6-month test and so on continuing to test
Qwest's system until there is a failure. The SCTDP 2.02 reverses the order and
only tests the 12-month volume unless the systems fail to meet the test criteria.
This change in testing methodology was agreed to by the TAG.

Phase 1 was performed with volumes that represented the forecast 12 months
from the start of the System Capacity Test, and the results were evaluated to
determine whether benchmarks were met. Since the benchmarks were met, the
Phase 4 test (stress test) was performed using volumes that represented 150% of
the Phase l (12-month) test volume. If the benchmarks had not been met, the
Phase 2 test would have then been performed.

/ Phase 2 was to be performed with volumes forecasted nine months from the date
of the System Capacity Test. If the evaluation of results indicated that
benchmarks had been met, the Phase 4 test (stress Test) would have been
performed with volumes that represented 150% of the Phase 2 test volume. If
benchmarks were not met, the Phase 3 test would be performed.

Phase 3 was to be performed with forecasted volumes six months from the start
of the System Capacity Test. If the benchmarks were met, the Phase 4 test
(stress test) would be performed with volumes that represented l50% of the
Phase 3 test volume. If Qwest failed to meet the benchmarks, CGE&Y would
have issued an IWO and, Qwest would be provided an Opportunity to review the
results and make system changes before testing continued. Re-testing would
have been performed if the six-month test was unsuccessful,
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Pre-Order Planning

Qwest's OSS provided functionality to seven different pre-order queries at the
time of planning for the Capacity Test.` These transactions are listed below and
in Table 4. l .3.la along with the number of planned transactions per query.
Table 4. l .pa reflects the benchmark associated with each transaction type.

The mix was selected from the following transactions:

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

Customer Service Record (CSR)
Address Validation (AVQ)
Request for Telephone Number (TNAQ)
Feature and Service Availability (SAQ) (includes PIC/LPIC Query)
Appointment Scheduler (AAQ) '
Facility Availability (FAQ)
Loop Qualification (Loop)
Connect Facility Availability (CFA)*
Meet Point*
DSL Resale*

4

L *These transactions were developed by Qwest after the MTP and TSD were
approved and were not included in the System Capacity Test. The volumes
associated with these transactions were added to the Facility Availability
transactions .

The pre-order process functions performed in the Capacity Test include the
same query transactions as those performed during the Functionality Test with
the exception of the Connecting Facilities Assignment (CFA) transaction.
Neither CFA, Meet Point or DSL resale queries were available at the time plans
for the Capacity Test were formulated. Meet Point and DSL resale did not have
sufficient volume and their impact was minimal to justify the addition to the test.
In addition, neither of these transactions had an associated PID benchmark in
order to determine the pass/fail criteria. However, there was disagreement
among the parties as to whether or not CFA should specifically be included in
the test. The disagreement centered around whether the CFA transaction itself
should be included or if it was sufficient to include the volume associated with
that transaction within the Facility Availability transaction. Given the nature of
the Capacity Test, Qwest's position was that the FAQ query is comparable to the
CFA query in terms of the number of steps, data inputs, and purpose of the
outputs of the transaction. Qwest therefore argues that increasing the number of
FAQ transactions is the appropriate method for accommodating the CFA
transaction in the capacity test.

The CLECs pointed out that the CFA pre-order transaction became available
with MA Release 6.0. The CFA transaction currently represents about 3.0% of
the pre-order transactions. The CFA transaction is different from most other
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pre-order transactions in that it accesses the TIRKs database to retrieve the
requested information. CGE&Y agreed with Qwest on this matter.

I

G

The disagreement could not be resolved in either Capacity Subcommittee or the
TAG, which resulted in the parties declaring an impasse.

The ACC resolved the impasse by agreeing with CGE&Y and Qwest that it was
not necessary to design and include the CFA transaction in the Capacity Test.
Since the purpose of the Capacity Test is to test the ability of Qwest systems to
handle trwsaction volumes and does not test the functionality of the
transactions, the CFA transaction could be accounted for by increasing the FAQ
transaction volumes an amount equivalent to the projected CFA volumes.

The Pseudo-CLEC's load generator was expected to provide the additional pre-
order volumes necessary to achieve the 12-month forecasted volumes. The total
number of pre-order queries planned for each phase of the Capacity Test was as
follows: i '

*Phase 4 volumes are dependent upon which previous Phase of the test is
successful. The above numbers represent the volumes that would be used if
Phase l of the test is successful.

In order to arrive at the forecasted 12-month volume to use in the Capacity Test,
input was obtained from all parties as to the number and types of service orders
expected to materialize. Each specific order type is expected to result in an
average number of pre-order transactions per order (see Table 4. l .pa for total
number of orders planned by service category along with the number of pre-
order queries associated with each type of order). The formulae for determining
how many pre-order queries are associated with each order type is defined in the
SCTDP 2.02, Section 5.2.1, Table 5.2.1-1 (see Appendix P of this document).
In addition to pre-order transactions forecasted associated with order volume,
additional pre-order queries were forecasted based on the Qwest-proVided stand-
alone pre-order transaction formula as per the SCTDP 2.02, Appendix B (see

Appendix P, SCTDP 2.02, Appendix B). This formula suggests that the number
of pre-order transactions performed that do not result in the creation of an LSR
is directly proportional to the total number of LSRs submitted.
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Pre-Order Query for each System Capacity Test Order Service Request (12 Month)

Order Type/Activity Type LSRs CSR AVQ TNAQ* SAQ AAQ FAQ LOOP
LNP Only

LNP (V) 319 319 319

LNP (Z) 2014 2014 2014

UNE Loop with LNP

Retail to UNE Loop
Conversion (V)

50 50 50 35 7 7

Retail to UNE Loop
Conversion (Z)

191 191 191 133 29 29

UNE Loop who LNP

Retail to UNE Loop
Conversion (V)

41 41 41 6 29 6 6

UNE Loop - New (N) 866 866 866 866
UNE Loop - Disconnect (D) 204 204 204

Resale

Retail to Resale Conversion

(w)
47 47 47

Retail to Resale Conversion

(V)
65 65 65 65 10 10

Retail to Resale Conversion

(Z)
112 112 112 112 17 17

Resale - New (N) 47 47 47 47 47 47
Resale -- Change ( C ) 300 300 300 45 300 45 45
Resale -. Disconnect (D) 218 218 218
UNE-P

Retail to UNE-P Conversion

(v)
12 12 12 12 2 2

Retail to UNE-P Conversion

(Z)
21 21 21 21 3 3

UNE-P -- New (N) 9 9 9 g 9 g
UNE-P ... Change ( C ) 57 57 57 9 57 9 9
UNE-P - Disconnect (D) 41 41 41
TOTAL Pseudo-CLEC 4566 3645 4567 151 1687 141 1049 964
Standalone 1971 2480 1303 254 64 286
Total Pre-Order 5616 7046 1455 1941 204 2857 964

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

The following chart shows the pre-order queries by order type:

Table 4.1.3a: Pre-Order Query for the System Capacity Test (Local Service Request)

I

Order Planning
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Phase 1 (12 month) 4,566 3,881 685
Phase 2 (9 month) 2,569 2,184 385
Phase 3 (6 month) 1,722 2,184 258
Phase 4*(Stress) 2,072 1,761 311
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The Capacity Test contained the following requirements pertaining to the LSRs
submitted to an*ive at Capacity Test volumes :

> The test consisted of LSRs that were eligible to How through to the Qwest
Service Order Processors (SOPs). However, LSRs that were expected to
cause mechanized error rejects, and flow-through LSRs that fell to manual
processing, were also included in the test. These errors were included to add
a volume of simulated LSR errors to the test to replicate a production
envirorunent.

> NoN flow-through eligible LSR types were not included in the test.
However, the forecasted volumes for these LSRs were applied to flow-
through eligible LSR volumes.

> Since the LSRs were to be cancelled before the provisioning process started,
analysis of provisioning was not perfonned for the System Capacity Test as
per the requirements of the TSD 2.10.

> The hourly volumes were based on the historical data patterns Qwest
supports in its production environment. For example, if 10% of the daily
order flow nonnally is experienced during the 8 a.m. to 9 a.m. time frame,
then 10% of the test orders would also be generated during that time period.

> The Pseudo-CLEC load generator created the order volume, mix, and arrival
rates as defined by CGE&Y.

> The total number of order transactions planned for the System Capacity Test
was as follows:

*Phase 4 volumes are dependent upon which previous phase of the test is
successful. The numbers above represent the volumes that will be used if the
Phase 1 test is successful.

See Table 4.1.3a for an analysis of planned order transaction mix for the 12-
month Capacity Test.

The System Capacity Test input mix also included:
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> Intentional error conditions that resulted in rejects in Qwest's IMA-GUI and
EDI interfaces. Although a failed transaction requires no manual work for
purposes of this test, ordinarily expected occurrences of error/reject
messages have been integrated into the test process to simulate actual
production environment.

> Replications of transactions created by the load generator by the Pseudo-
CLEC in order to attain the required number of transactions. Qwest ignored
certain MA edits (normally these edits would have been enforced) to allow
the replication of LSRs to be created against the same test accounts for the
purpose of the Capacity Test. Without this capability, execution of the test
would have required a unique account for each LSR to be issued during the
test. Allowing the replication of transactions had no effect on the operation
or validity of the test.

System Capacity Test Phase 4 (Stress Test) Planning

The stress volumes were determined based on the formula described in TSD
2.10 and is as follows:

> The daily volume from the successful previous phase (Phase 1, 2 or 3) was
increased by 50%. L

> The busy hour load from the successful phase of the Capacity Test, which is
generally ll.l% of the daily load was used as the baseline for the test.
The stress test volume was 150% of the baseline volume.

The first hour of the stress test was executed using the baseline volume. During
the second hour of the test the volume was increased in fifteen minute
increments until the stress volume was achieved. This was performed to
observe the impact the increased volume had on Qwest's systems as the Ultimate
stress volume was approached. During the third and fourth hours, the stress
volume was to be maintained at a constant rate. IRTM Telephone Number (TN)
transaction volumes remained constant at the full stress level for the duration of
the stress test.

Table 4.l.3b reflects the planned stress test volumes during each specific test
interval. The "Total Order Volume" reflects the forecasted total expected during
the third quarter of 2002. The "Production Order Volume" column reflects
current CLEC demand. The "Incremental Order Volume" is the number of test
orders that must be generated by the Pseudo-CLEC in order to reach forecasted
volume. The "Incremental Pre-Order Volume" Isa factor of the test order
volume and calculated as the capacity pre-order transactions were.

Table 4.1.3b Stress Test Volumes (12-Month Test)
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4.1.3.1 Test Activities

The following activities were performed during the Capacity Test:

a) The Pseudo-CLEC executed the System Capacity Test according to
the SCTDP 2.2.

b) CGE&Y team members were present at both the Pseudo-CLEC site
and the Qwest site to observe and monitor the test.

c) All incidents observed during the preparation or execution of the
test were documented using the Incident Work Order (IWO)
Process as described in Appendix I of the TSD 2.10.

d) CGE&Y validated that the test scripts were completed in the
prescribed manner and that all results were recorded.

e) Following the receipt of the FOC (or rejection notice) Qwest
cancelled the orders. The cancellation process was performed
during non-business hours so not to adversely affect Qwest's
systems. The cancellation of these orders had no impact on the test.
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CGE&Y calculated results for PO-1 and PO-5 from the data
gathered by the Pseudo-CLEC for Phase I of the Capacity Test and
the Stress Test to determine if Qwest's performance during the test
met the appl icable  benchmarks associated with the measure ."

g) CGE&Y obtained IRTM results from Qwest for the day of the
Capacity and Stress Test to compare with results calculated for PO-
1 from the Pseudo-CLEC data. An analysis was performed to
determine if IRTM accurately reflects actual pre-order response
time.

Operational Readiness Test

The purpose of the ORT was to ensure that

1 . CGE&Y and HPC were prepared to perform the System
Capaci ty  Test,

2 . HPC and Qwest could provide the data CGE&Y needed to
analyze the results of the test, and

3. CGE&Y could accurately report the results of the test.

1
..4

Because the ORT was designed to test system readiness of the parties
to perform the System Capacity Test, the small  number of Pre-Qrder
and Order transactions submitted during the ORTs cannot be used to
make any determination as to Qwest's abi l i ty to pass or fai l  the 12-
month Capacity  Test.

Five ORTs were performed to verify that all of the components of the
System Capacity Test were in place and working in a sufficient manner
to enable the test to proceed.

Since  the  MA gateway i s a reg ional  gateway , test volumes were
needed to simulate forecasted CLEC volumes for al l  14 states
within the Qwest region.

0 In preparation for the ORT, Qwest provided CGE&Y with test
accounts to be used for the test. These accounts were pseudo
customers in al l  14 states. These accounts included:

> Re ta i l  accounts
> Resa l e  accounts
> UNE-L accounts
> UNE-P accounts

50 See HP document "HP Capacity Test White Paper," August 13, 2001 for method Pseudo-CLEC used to timestamp both inbound and outbound
transactions.
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4 Qwest created pseudo connecting facilities and pseudo addresses
for the test in order for the LSRs to flow through without manual
intervention.

4 CGE&Y verified the pseudo accounts by performing Address
Validations, CSR queries, and CFA queries for the appropriate
accounts. A11 discrepancies were reported to Qwest for resolution.

4 CGE&Y matched the accounts with the appropriate test scripts and
created a spreadsheet with the required information to create an
LSR or perform a pre-order query. CGE&Y also created a
spreadsheet that detailed the following:

\

> Number bf LSRs to be issued by product type, by state, by
hour

> Number of pre-order transactions by type, by state, by hour
I
x

4 CGE&Y forwarded this spreadsheet to the Pseudo-CLEC to enable
them to populate their load generator.

go
at

As stated earlier, five ORTs were performed. The initial three ORTs
detected certain situations that needed to be corrected and verified by
another ORT prior to actual testing. These included:

Incorrect test scripts created by CGE&Y
Incorrect templates created by the Pseudo-CLEC
Incorrect test bed setup by Qwest
Inconsistent reporting of times (e.g., minutes and seconds reported
by Qwest, seconds reposed by Pseudo-CLEC)

The June 21 ORT failed due to a Qwest system change made to
accommodate a test in progress in another jurisdiction. This system
change caused the LSRs issued in the Arizona ORT to automatically
complete, prior to cancellation. Once this was brought to the attention
of Qwest, Qwest reset their accounts and another ORT was nm in order
to verify the Qwest fix.

The July 16 ORT contained errors, many of which were related to the
June ORT. These errors were left in the test to account for the
"Planned" errors for the 12-Month Capacity Test and the stress test,
therefore, no further ORTs were required for system verification.

Also, the CGE&Y Transaction Report issued for the July 16 ORT
reported all negative POC response times and all positive response
times of less than one minute as one minute. (A negative response time
was reported when the FOC, transmitted via an e-mail and recorded as
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The selection of CGE&Y as the Test Admlnistrator for
the test is approved and finalized by the ACC.

J

The selection of HP as the Pseudo-CLEC for the test is
approved and finalized by the ACC.

J
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hours and minutes, was received during the same minute as the LSR .
was sent via GUI and recorded in hours, minutes and seconds.) For the
12 month Capacity Test and the Stress Test CGE&Y rounded only the
negative FOC response times to one minute in the Transaction Report.

This approach was taken for the 12 month Capacity Test and Stress
Test reporting to accurately report positive FOC responsetimes and
still include the valid POC response times that appeared to be negative
due to the above explanation.

The main activities involved in d1e.ORT included:

2
4

a3

•

•

Qwest test accounts were provided to CGE&Y
CGE&Y test scripts were provided to the Pseudo-CLEC
Communication between the test parties during and after the test to
verify successful operation of the communication process
Verification that the Pseudo-CLEC's test transaction generators,
both GUI and EDI, were operational
Verification that the Pseudo-CLEC's result monitoring software
and reports were functional
Verification that Qwest's systems and interfaces were in place and
functional
Verification that Qwest's pre-order TN reservation scripts (i.e.,
IRTM scripts) were in place
Verification that Qwest's LSR and service order cancellation scripts
were in place
Verification that the reports produced and distributed by all parties
involved in the test were functional
Verification that the daily cleanup process for activities associated
with the test were in place

For more details with regard to the ORT see Appendix P, SCTDP,
Section 7.

Test Entrance Criteria

The following MTP and TSD entrance criteria were met for the System
Capacity Test:
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The capacity test plan requlrements are included in the
TA's Test Execution Document.

J

A database has been developed to load all Qwest test bed
accounts and address locations to support the generation
of seed order test cases to be provided to HP.

J

A live production test environment to conduct the pre-
order and order tests has been validated by HP and the
TA and determined to be operational.

J

The scheduled dates for the Capacity Test are identified. J
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l

System Capacity Test Results and Analvsis i

Z

The System Capacity Test was first attempted on July 26, 2001. While
the test appeared to run successfully, an analysis of the data indicated
the Pseudo-CLEC EDI CSR template was incorrect.

The System Capacity Test was next attempted on August 7, 2001. At
about 12:30 p.m. CGE&Y aborted the test when it became apparent
that the transactions response times were extremely slow. Analysis of
the problem by Qwest indicated that the "Code Red" virus was the
cause. Qwest reported that a problem prevented the gateways messages
from being forwarded to the system support personnel. CGE&Y issued
AZIWQI 193. Qwest reported that it implemented an enhanced alerting
system. AZIWOI 193 was closed.

The System Capacity Test was successfully performed on August 10,
2001. CGE&Y monitored the test from the Qwest Data Center in Salt
Lake City, Utah, and the Pseudo-CLEC location in Tempe, Arizona.
The test commenced at 7:00 a.m. MST and concluded at 6:00 p.m.
MST.

Pre-order Test Results and Analysis

The actual volume of pre-order transactions executed during the 12-
month test was 21,500 transactions as compared to the 20,083 that were
proposed during the planning of the test. CGE&Y increased the initial
numbers to take into account planned errors and to adjust the load to
account for increased demand given the time delay in executing the
test. Table 4.1 .3,la reflects the breakdown of total pre-order `
transactions by interface type. Of the 2 l ,500 pre-order transactions,
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18,316 were EDI transactions and 3,196 were GUI transactions
resulting in a breakdown of14.8% GUI and 85.2 % EDI transactions.
Counts by various query transaction types are reflected in the rows
under their associated GUI, EDI and total pre-orders column headings.
Fai led transactions are those receiving error messages as opposed to a
val id response.

w
..;(
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rCapaci Test Pre~0rder Volumes Processed

Transaction Ty pa

GUI nm; Total Pre-Orders
Successful Failed Total Successful Failed Total Tata! %

Appointment Avallfxbllny

Appointment Selection

Address Valxdutxon

Customer Service Request

Facxhty Ava lablllty

L Jap

Service Avalllablllty

Telephone Number Aeslgnment

Telephone Number Select

32

0

1125

898

428

153

310

238

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

32

0

1125

898

428

153

310

23s

0

242

56

6417

5012

2406

866

1576

1372

58

0

0

19

74

22

7

183

6

0

242

56

6456

5086

2428

873

1759

1376

56

274

56

7542

5910

2834

1019

1886

1610

58

0

0

19

74

Z2

7

183

6

0

274

56

7561

5984

2856

1026

2069

1616

58

I

I

\

I

1.3"

0.3"

35 20

27.8"

13 3%

4 8%

9 6%

7 5%

0 3%

Total

Percent

3184

14 8%

0

00%

3184

14 8%

18005

83 7° ..

311

14%

18316

85 2"0

21189

98 6%

311
l4"o

21500

x00 0%

100 OB
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Table 4.1.3.1a Capacity Test Phase 1 Pre-Orders Processed

Of the 18,316 EDI transactions entered, 311 EDI transactions resulted
in an error message. These were the planned errors mentioned
previously in order to simulate an actual production environment.

-v

I3

The average response times for the pre-order transactions were within
the benchmarks for both GUI and EDI per PID 6.3 as reflected by
Tables 4.1.3.1b and 4.I.3.1c.

Table 4. 1 .3. lb contains the pre-order response times that were achieved
during the Capacity Test for MA -GUI, (PO-lA). These results are
reported as either calculated using IRTM or the Pseudo-CLEC data.
The IRTM results were reported to CGE&Y by Qwest and the Pseudo-
CLEC results were calculated by CGE&Y from the transaction data
that was generated from the 12-month Capacity Test. The "IRTM
Result Part a" column reflects the response time for the screen to
become available to the user once the transaction is queried. "IRTM
Result Part b" represents the time to receive the response for the
specified transaction. These two calculations combined provide the
overall response time for the PO-lA measurement for each transaction
type. Under the "Pseudo-CLEC Results" column, the time interval
under "IRTM Result Part a" was provided to CGE&Y by Qwest since
the Pseudo-CLEC software does not have the ability to measure the
time for the screen to become available once requested.

The approach Qwestused to provide the missing time interval for the
GUI PO-1A total response time interval was agreed Toby the members
of the Capacity Subcommittee and presented to the TAG for review.
Qwest calculated the Part a component to provide CGE&Y by
averaging PID results for the PO-1A measure for the months of May
and June 2001. The "CLEC Result Part b" column shows the actual
time interval once queried for the response to appear on the screen.
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Appointment Availability 0.48 2.65 3.13 0.51 1.03 1.54

Address Validation 1.06 4.39 5.45 1.13 2.77 3.90

Customer Service Request 0.66 8.14 8.80 0.67 4.45 5.12

Facility Availability 0.62 13.12 13.74 0.63 12.37 13.00

Loop 0.59 7.42 8.01 0.65 9.11 9.76

Service Availability 0.48 4.78 5.26 0.51 6.31 6.82

ITelephone Number Asst went 0.64 4.00 4.64 0.93 1.58 2.51
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This time was provided by the Pseudo-CLEC. The "Pseudo-CLEC
Result" column represents the total time interval for the Pseudo-CLEC
to receive the response to the query. This should be used to compare to
the "IRTM Total." Both the Pseudo-CLEC and IRTM results are well
within the PID benchmarks for all the pre-order transaction types.
While some IRTM results are of a shorter duration than that
experienced by the Pseudo-CLEC, there are over twice as many
transactions where the Pseudo-CLEC experienced shorter response
times than those reported by IRTM. Most of the response times are
fairly close, almost within a second or two, with the longest difference
being experienced with the CSR pre-order query where IRTM results
are over three seconds longer than that experienced by the Pseudo-
CLEC. ,

Table 4.1.3.1b Capacity Test Phase 1 IMA-GUI (PO-IA) Results

H
.4=

* Pseudo-CLEC Part a result is the average of the May/June 2001 IRTM Part a result.

The performance results for pre-order response time for EDI (Po-lB)
transactions are  shown in Table  4 . l .3 . lc .  The table  shows both the
Qwest IRTM measurement results received and the Pseudo-CLEC
results as calculated by CGE&Y. As displayed in the table , the resul ts
for each query category were within the PID measurement benchmarks
regardless of  whether using the IRTM or Pseudo-CLEC data; As
reflected by the table, differences between IRTM and Pseudo~CLEC
results are mostly within a one second time frame except for TN,
Service Address and Loop Qualif ication, where the IRTM result is f ive
seconds shorter than that experienced by the Pseudo-CLEC. It is also
interesting to note that IRTM reports shorter response time intervals for
every pre-order transaction except Faci l i ties Avai labi l i ty .

Pseudo-CLEC EDI results longer than the comparable GUI results
because of the complex nature of the EDI transaction. Pre-Order
transactions must f irst be mapped by the into EDI format then
encrypted prior to transmittal, then be unencrypted at the other and
mapped to a transaction that Qwest's systems understand.
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Appointment Availability
Address Validation
Customer Service Request
Facility Availability
Loop
Service Availability
Telephone Number Assignment

EDI
EDI
EDI
EDI
EDI
EDI
EDI

5.86

4.31

6.86

14.67

8.28

8.00

3.24

5.91

5.24

7.48

12.65

13.27

11.86

5.93
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While the EDI process is general ly longer than the GUI, CLECs can
benefit from the fact that this application to application interface al lows
the CLEC to input end user information into its own systems then
transmit a Pre-Order request or a LSR to Qwest, while  CLECs using
the GUI interface input transactions directly to Qwest, and must also
add the necessary information into its own systems. '

Table 4.1.3.1c Capacity Test Phase 1 PO-1B Results

Order Test Results and Analvsis

Table 4. 1 .3.ld shows the test mix and number of orders that were
executed and processed for the 12-month System Capacity  Test. The
product types included in the test are represented with the total number
of each that were processed along with their associated percentages of
total orders executed during the test. The GUI, EDI and Total columns
show the counts and percentages for each scenario product type broken
down by scenario included for that product.

There were a total of 4,915 orders processed during the 12-month
System Capacity Test consisting of 698 orders submitted through the
GUI interface and 4,217 orders submitted through EDI. Of these orders
that were processed, there were 3,756 EDI and 637 GUI for a total of
4,393 orders that received a FOC. There were 234 LSRs that ended up
as rejects, all of which were planned to reject. A total of 281 LSRs fell
to manual intervention of which CGE&Y had expected 79 of these
orders to FOC. Therefore, CGE&Y issued AZIWOI 143 and Qwest
responded confirming that 78 LSRs were valid but did not flow-
through due to an intennittent read error by Fetch 'N Stuff on some
transactions returned from the downstream systems. Qwest made a
configuration change in Fetch 'N Stuff to enable Fetch 'N Stuff to read
all transactions. The remaining order that did not FOC also fell to
manual intervention but according to Qwest this order did not fall out
due to Fetch 'N Stuff. It was due to a formatting error on the part of
the Pseudo-CLEC. In response to AZIW01143 Qwest reported that it
implemented a configuration change. There was no reoccurrence
during the functionality retest so the IWO was closed.

a
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The remaining seven LSRs were unaccounted for. These orders did not
FOC, reject or fall out for manual intervention. CGE&Y issued
AZIWOI 144 to document this issue. Qwest confirmed that the seven
LSRs did not receive a FOC but encountered an error in the Business
Processing Layer (BPL) process that was generated due to the
increased volume on the system. Qwest made system enhancements to
correct this error and forwarded a copy of the code change to CGE&Y
for verification. Since this issue arose due to increased volumes being
placed on these systems, which normally would have increased
gradually over a period of months giving Qwest an opportunity to scale
its systems, and the minimal impact of seven LSRs being affected out
of almost 5,000 issued, CGE&Y determined not to re-do the Capacity
Test. However, CGE&Y reviewed the the code change, and also
observed that this problem did not recur during the functionality retest,
so the IVVO was closed.

Another issue that arose while evaluating the data produced by the
System Capacity Test revealed that data was missing from the status
file generated by the Pseudo-CLEC. Further research indicated that the
Qwest Interactive Agent (IA) generated duplicate file names. It
appeared at some point, the IA started reusing file names causing the
new files to overwrite previously generated files. CGE&Y issued
AZIW03009 to document the finding and in response, Qwest agreed
that duplicate file names were in fact generated and overwriting
previous files, however, Qwest disagreed that the problem was with its
IA. Qwest's response indicated that the problem is due to the design of
the UNIX operating system on which Qwest's IA is running on the
Pseudo-CLEC side of the interface. The limitation is not the fault of
Qwest's IA or of the Pseudo-CLEC but is due simply to how that
version of UNIX is designed. Any CLEC, BOC or other company in
any other industry would encounter this same limitation in their
applications (whether it was an IA or other application that relied on
naming files) if it used a version of UNIX with this limitation.

1

>

K

Version 2.0

Review of the issue documented in AZIW03009 revealed that the
problem arose more as a function of the Capacity Test and would
be highly unlikely to be duplicated during normal operations. It is
doubtful that an actual CLEC would in fact save every single
inbound transaction on its EDI interface but, would be more likely
to save transactions to backend systems where actual work is
performed. In addition, in normal production, the load generated
during the Capacity Test would result from a multitude of CLECs
doing business within Qwest's 14-state region and not one
individual company, significantly reducing, if not eliminating, the
chance of duplicate files, These two reasons alone make it highly
unlikely that the 17,576 maximum unique filename limitation
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would ever be  encountered under nonna operations. However,
even with this problem, the Pseudo-CLEC was able to rehabil i tate
the missing capacity test data and include the data in the test results .

PO-5 results indicate that 100% of the LSRs issued that received a FOC
met the 20-minute benchmark. One LSR received a FOC in 21+
minutes, but this LSR was handled manual ly  and therefore excluded
from the results as per TSD 2.10 (see Appendix N, 12-Month Test PO-
5 Resul ts) .  However, CGE&Y issued AZIWOI 140 which documents
the inadequacy of the PO-5 measure in that an order must FOC in order
to be included in the measurement calculation to determine whether or
not Qwest meets the benchmark. If an order does not FOC, it is not
included in the measurement calculation.

Table 4.1.3.1d Capacity Test LSRs Processed

The following provides a brief summary of the issues discussed above
that were identified during the 12-moNth System Capacity Test.

> Seventy-nine LSRs that were  expected to FOC did not (see
AZIW01143).  In response to this IWO, Qwest made program
configuration changes to Fetch 'N Stuff  There was no
reoccurrence during the functionality retest sO the IWO was closed.

> Seven LSRs were  missing, that i s they were  unaccounted for in that
they did not FOC, reject, or fall  out for manual intervention (see
AZIW01144).  In response ,  Qwest made system enhancements and
CGE&Y was able to evaluate the code change. This issue did not

Version 2.0 285



Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

reoccur during the Functionality retest and CGE&Y considers the
issue closed. ' <

> During the test duplicate file names were generated overwriting
previously created files (see AZIW03009). This issue developed
due to the nature of the»System Capacity Test and would not occur
under normal operations.

System Capacity Test (Stress Test) Results and Analysis

The System Capacity stress test was perfonned on August 17, 2001 .
CGE&Y had monitors at the Qwest Data Center in Salt Lake City, Utah
and the Pseudo-CLEC location in Tempe, Arizona. The test
commenced at 9 a.M. MST and concluded at l p.m. MST.

Pre-order Test Results and Analysis

The actual volume of pre-order transactions executed during the stress
test was 14,387 transactions, as compared to the 8,422 that were
proposed during the planning of the test. CGE&Y increased the initial
numbers to take into account planned errors and to adjust the load to
account for increased demand given the time delay in execution of the
test. Table 4. l .3.le reflects the breakdown of total pre-order
transactions by interface type. Of the 14,387 pre-order transactions
12,053 were EDI transactions and 2,334 were GUI transactions
resulting in a breakdown of 16.2% GUI (MA) and 83.8 % EDI
transactions. Counts by various query transaction types are reflected in
the rows under their associated MA, EDI and Total Pre-Orders column
headings. Failed transactions are those that received error messages as
opposed to a valid response.
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Capacity Stress Test Pre-Order Volumes Processed

Transaction T en

cut: EDI Total Pre~Orders
Successful Faileli SuccesshxiTotal Failed Total Failed Total %
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Table 4.1.3.1e Stress Test Pre-Order Transactions Processed

4

Table 4. 1 .3. If reflects both IRTM results and results achieved by the
Pseudo-CLEC for pre-order transactions submitted through the GUI
(PO-lA). These results are reported as either calculated using IRTM or
the Pseudo-CLEC data. The IRTM results were reported to CGE&Y
by Qwest and the Pseudo-CLEC results were calculated by CGE&Y
from the transaction data that was generated from the 12-month
Capacity Test. "IRTM Result Part a" reflects the response time for the
screen to become available to the user once the transaction is queried.
"IRTM Result Part b" represents the time to receive the response for
the specified transaction. These two calculations combined provide the
overall response time for the PO-lA measurement for each transaction
type. Under the "Pseudo-CLEC Results" heading, the time interval
under "IRTM Result Part a" was provided to CGE&Y by Qwest since
the Pseudo-CLEC software does not have the ability to measure the
time for the screen to become available once requested.

The approach Qwest used to provide the missing time interval for the
GUI PO-1A total response time interval was agreed to by the members
of the Capacity Subcommittee and presented to the TAG for approval.
Qwest calculated the Part a component to provide CGE&Y by
averaging PID results for the PO~lA measure for the months of May
and June, 2001. The "Pseudo-CLEC Result Part b" column shows the
actual time interval once queried for the response to appear on the
screen. This interval was arrived at from data captured by the Pseudo-
CLEC. The "Pseudo-CLEC Result" column represents the total time
interval for the Pseudo-CLEC to receive the response to the query.
This should be used to compare to the "IRTM Total."

The average response time for the GUI pre-order transactions was
within the benchmarks per PID 6.3 regardless of whether it is IRTM or
Pseudo-CLEC generated results. In fact, IRTM results are within plus
or minus two seconds of the Pseudo-CLEC results for each transaction
except GET CSR, where IRTM response times are almost twice as long
as those experienced by the Pseudo-CLEC. However, any differences
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Media GUI IRTM ,R€slllfs Pseudo-CLEC Results

Catego

ERTM
Result
Part a

IRTM
Result
Part b

[RTM
Total

Pseudo-
C L E €
Result'
Part a

Pseudo-
C LE C
Result
Part b

Psexuio-
C L E C
T ota l

Appointment Avallablllty 0.51 2.94 3.45 051 1.03 1.54

Address Validation 1 06 47 5.76 1.13 2.90 4.03

Customer Service Request 0.67 8.48 9.15 0.67 4.76 5.45

Facxhty Availability 0 64 1222 12.86 0.63 14 00 14.63

LOOP 0 62 7.67 8.29 0.65 9 16 9.81

Service Avallabihty 0 5 461 5.11 0 51 6.46 6.97

|Telephone Number Assi went 0.64 3.93 4.57 0.93 3.30 4.23
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detected between IRTM and Pseudo-CLEC is immaterial given that no
transaction results, IRTM or Pseudo-CLEC, come close to exceeding
the agreed to benchmarks.

Table 4.1.3.1f Stress Test PO-1A Results

* Pseudo-CLEC Part A result is the average of the May/June 2001 IRTM Part A
results

Table 4. 1 .3. 1 g presents the pre-order transaction response time
achieved during the stress test for transactions submitted over the EDI
interface (PO-IB). The Pseudo-CLEC results include average
transaction time for all pre-order transactions performed during the 4-
hour stress test. As is evident from the table, Pseudo-CLEC response
times are much greater and fail to meet the benchmark for all
transaction types.

CGE8cY issued AZIWO2l19 to document the failure of Qwest's OSS
to achieve benchmark standards for EDI pre-order transactions
submitted during the stress test and to document the discrepancy
between IRTM and Pseudo-CLEC results. Qwest's response to this
IWO and further analysis on the part of CGE&Y revealed that due to
the heavy stress volume experienced during the third hour of the test,
ll a.m. MST to 12 p.m. MST, EDI pre-order response times were
extraordinarily slow. Successful responses were received that exceeded
the 200 second time-out that is placed on IRTM. In fact one successful
query response time exceeded 400 seconds in duration. As mentioned
above and in the analysis section below comparing IRTM to actual test
response times, the BPL is set to time out after 200 seconds if no
response has been generated. These time outs are excluded from the
calculation of pre-order response times. Therefore, in order to make an
adequate comparison of results achieved through testing to IRTM
response times, any transaction exceeding 200 seconds should be
excluded as per PID 6.3 for the IRTM measure.

I
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In addition, Qwest states in the response to AZIW02119 that during
the third hour of the Stress test IRTM encountered an outage unrelated
to the stress test.

Table 4. l  .3.1h contains Pseudo-CLEC results that excluded the third
hour of data from the PO-1B measurements. This analysis is re levant
in determining whether IRTM results are comparable to actual CLEC
response times, however, in determining whether Qwest's OSS
maintained an adequate level of performance while processing the
volume of transactions during the third hour of the stress test the results
in Table  4 . l .3 . lg  should be  used.

It is important to remember that the purpose of the stress test is to
determine at what point while increasing volumes, the performance
level of Qwest's OSS begin to deteriorate. There is no pass/fai l  criteria
for the Stress Test. CGE&Y's responsibi l i ty  was to report the Stress
Resul ts.

The results of the stress test tend to reflect that pre-order response times
begin to suffer once volumes reach those achieved during the third hour
of the stress test. Those volumes were over 200% of the 12 month test
busy hour traff ic . Table 4.1.3. Ii  shows the Stress Test response times
by hour. Table  4 . l .3 . l i i  shows the Stress Test pre-order transaction
volumes by hour.
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Media Category Description
IRTM
Result

Pseudo
CLEC

EDI

EDI
ED!
EDI
EDI
EDI
EDI

Appointment Availability

Address Validation
Customer Service Request
Facility Availability
Loop
Service Availability
Telephone Number Assignment

6.00

4.60
6.50
11.55
8.20
8.28
3.44

24.49

22.7

24.95

30,13

30.96

30.68

23.76

Media Category Description
IRTM
Result

Pseudo
CLEC

EDI

EDI
EDI
EDI
EDI
EDI
EDI

Appointment Availability

Address Validation
Customer Service Request
Facility Availabillty
Loop
Service Availability
Telephone Number Assignment

6.00

4.60
6.50
11.55
8.20
8.28
3.44

7.85

6.09

8.5

13.66

14.38

13.92

7.07

Media ITransaction 'F e
09:00
M S T

10:00
MST 4

11:80
MST

12:00
MST

EDI
EDI
EDI
EDI
EDI
EDI
EDI

Appointment Availability
Address Validation
Customer Service Request
Facility Availability
Loop
Service Availability
Telephone Number Assignment

6.95
5.14
7.59
13.56
13.79
12.88
6.24

8.70
6.77
9.05
12.93
15.18
14.47
7.86

65.56
63.16
64.94
70.08
70.94
70.46
64.16

7 6]

6 07

8.61

14.47

14.01

14.11

6.89

4,
Media ITL'3lls2\€fiollT e 09:08MST 10:00 MST 11:90 MST12:e10MsT Total

EDI
EDI
EDI
EDI
EDI
EDI
EDI

Appointment Availablhty
Address Validatlon
Customer Service Request
Facrhty Address
Loop
Service Availlability
Telephone Number Assignment

21
746
595
446
102
200
155

30
1045
833
615
141
280
216

32
1159
924
686
159
310
240

28
1031

822
610
141
276
215

111

3981

3174

2357

543

1066

826
Total 2265 2944 3510 3123 12058
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Table 4.1.3.1g Stress Test PO-1B Results

Table 4.1.3.1h Stress Test P0-1B Results With Hour 3 Volumes RemoVed

Table 4.1.3.1i Stress Test PO-1B Results by Hour

Table 4.1.31ii Stress Test Pre-Order Volumes by Hour
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TOTAL EDI GUI

Stress Test 3121 2686 435

*~¢-. ,-.2 '-.n»

. #SEQws.
Y; -\.&j"` " '(up

*4 'L .";$8§'8
* f -'we

9-*?, ba I i- .~,.:8,»..jef

LNP 1711 54.8% Retail to LNIP (V)

Retail to LNP (W)

45

209

265

1192

310

1401

UNE Loop with LNP 38 1.2% Retail to UNE Loop (V)

Retail to UNE Loop (Z)

1

4

11
22

12

Z6

UNE Loop without LNP 764 24.5% Retail to UNE Loop (V)

UNE Loop (D)

UNE Loop (N)

3

23

88

25

122

503

28

145

591
Resale 511 1 6 . 4 % Resale (C)

Resale (D)

Resale (N)

Retail to Resale (V)

Retail to Resale (W)

Retail to Resale (Z)

30

22

3

175

128

45

30

78

205

150

0

45

33

78

UNE-P 97 3.1% Retail to UNE-P (V)

Retail to UNE-P (Z)

UNE-P (C)

UNE-P (D)
UNE-P (N)

2

5

13

\5

34

28

15

15

39

28

0

Totals
Percent

3121 100.0% 435

13.9%

2686

86.1%

3121

100.0%
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During the third 11 to 12 hour of the test, l l  a.m. MST to 12 pm.
MST, the EDI responses were slow. See AZIWOZI 19 discussed below
and in the section titled "IRTM vs Pseudo-CLEC Pre-order Response
T ime ."

Order Test Results and Analysis

The actual volume of LSRs executed during the Stress Test as
compared to the number that was proposed during the planning phase is
as fol lows:

The difference between the number of orders planned and that actually
eXecuted is to take into account the additional load that would have
been experienced from the date the test was planned to run and the
actual date of the test. 3
Table 4. 1 .3.1j shows the actual orders that were processed:

Table 4.1.3.1j Stress Test LSRs Processed

Version 2.0 291

x



Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Table 4. l .3 . lj shows the test mix and number of orders that were
executed and processed for the System Capacity  stress test. The
specif ic product types included in the test are represented along with
their associated counts and the percentages of overal l  orders executed
in the test. The GUI, EDI and Total columns show the counts and
percentages for each scenario product type broken down by scenario
used for that product.

There were a total of 3,121 orders processed which consisted of 435
orders submitted through the GUI interface and 2,686 orders submitted
through EDI. Of the orders processed, there were 2,347 EDI and 380
GUI for a total  of 2,727 orders which received a FOC. There were 193
LSRs that ended up as rejects, a11 of which were planned to reject. A
total of 201 LSRs fel l  to manual intervention of which three of these
were inadvertently processed and received a FOC but the results have
been excluded from the calculation of PO-5 as per the requirements of
the  TSD. ,

PO-5 results for the System Capacity Stress Test indicate that 100% of
the LSRs issued that received a FOC met the 20 minute benchmark.
One LSR received a FOC in just over 21 minutes, but this LSR was
inadvertently  handled manual ly  and therefore excluded from Capacity
Test results as per TSD 2.10 (see Appendix O, Stress Test PO-5
Results).  However, CGE&Y has issued an IWO which documents the
inadequacy of the PO-5 measure in that an order must FOC in order to
be included in the measurement calculation to determine whether or hot
the benchmark was met. If  i t does not POC, it is excluded from the
measure .

The following provides a brief summary of the issues discussed above
that were identified during the System Capacity Stress Test.

> During the third hour of the test, the EDI gateway experienced slow
response times that failed to meet the PID benchmark (see
AZIW02119, previously discussed).

> IRTM results for EDI response times were significantly different
than the results calculated by using data collected by the Pseudo-
CLEC (see AZIWOZI19, previously discussed).

CGE&Y is satisf ied that Qwest has adequately explained the apparent
discrepancy. Therefore , the IWO was c losed.

IRTM vs Pseudo-CLEC Pre-order Response Time

PO-1 measures response time, i .e ., the interval between query and
response, for seven different pre-order/order transaction types

Version 2.0 292



Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

performed by the CLECs. The measure does not report actual  CLEC
results, but rather the results of simulations of CLEC queries. Qwest
developed scripts for each type of transaction (e.g., appointment
scheduling) whose steps (e .g., se lect "next" from a screen, choose a
screen) were designed to reflect the activities performed by the CLECs.
Qwest's IRTM system performs simulations, and performance results
are calculated from the simulations.

This measurement is intended to report against a "standard" response
time that has been agreed to by the TAG and varies according to the
specif ic  transaction (above) and transmission medium (MA Vs. EDI).
According to Appendix C of the MTP, PO-1 is to be evaluated as part
of the Functionality and Capacity Tests.

During the performance measurement audit of the PO-1 measure
CGE&Y questioned whether IRTM response times were an adequate
representation of true response times experienced by CLECs. The PID
allows the exclusion of rejected requests, errors and those transactions
which t ime out f rom the  calcu lat ion of  the  Po-l  resu l ts .  The MA
IRTM system has a t ime out of  230 seconds. Therefore , CGE&Y's
assessment of  IRTM during the Performance Measurement Audit was
that only queries successfully processed in the normal course of doing
business are used to calculate  the Po-l  measurement, as opposed to
what CLECs actual ly  experience leading more to the conclusion that
perhaps IRTM is not representative of pre-order response times
experienced by the CLECs. CGE8cY issued AZIWOOI concerning this
topic . CGE&Y further recommended that a method be developed to
gather data for the Po-l  measure using actual  CLEC response times .
This issue was deferred with the position that CGE&Y would
accumulate independent data on response times during the functionality
and capacity portions of the OSS test to compare results to Qwest's
IRTM results. Based on TAG agreement, pre-order queries that time
out are  exc luded f rom PO-lA & B, and reported in Po-lc .  Therefore ,
AZIWOOl was c losed.

5

Data gathered early during the Functionality Test confirmed CGE&Y's
initial evaluation of IRTM in regards to EDI transaction response times
and resulted in the issuance of AZIWOI l09. Qwest responded to this
IWO stating its position that CGE&Y's data is inconsistent with IRTM
data and that the difference draws an apples-to-oranges comparison.
Qwest believes that data gathered during functionality testing should
not be used to evaluate IRTM because of decisions and actions on the
part of the Pseudo-CLEC that have a significant effect on pre-order
response times.

\
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Pseudo-CLEC ResultsIRTM ResultsMedia-GUI

Standard Deviation
IRTM -
Result

Std
Dev

Pseudo
CLEC
ResultCategory Description

5.86 4.90 5.91 1.88Appointment Availability
4.31Address Validation 2.06 5.24 2.67
6.86 1.41 7.48Customer Service Request 2.94

14.67 6.89 12.58Facility Availability 3.89
828 1.02 1327 3.66Loop

8.00Service Availability 3.67 11.86 2.34
TN Assignment 3.24 2.01 5.93 2.56
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This IWO was discussed extensively between the parties during a TAG
meeting. A general  agreement was reached that actual  CLEC pre-order
response times would be gathered during the capacity portion of the
OSS test. These results were used to make the f inal  determination of
whether IRTM is a true representation of the response times
experienced by the CLEC service representatives. Therefore, the
functionality portion of the OSS test contains f indings only on the
functional i ty of Qwest's pre-order transactions and makes no
conclusions as to whether or not the benchmark was achieved.

\

Results from the System Capacity Test ref lect that performance
benchmarks are met for the PO-lA and PO-IB measure regardless of
whether the measurement tool  is IRTM oractual  Pseudo-CLEC data.
For the most part, the results are very close but are not identical, al l  are
well  within the benchmarks that have been agreed upon by the parties
in Arizona.

PO-lB Pseudo~CLEC EDI results are expected to be greater than the
IRTM results because the Pseudo-CLEC results are measured on HP's
side of the interface, and IRTM, while outside the f irewall , is sti l l
connected to Qwest's internal network and is measured on the Qwest
side of the network interface. Therefore, the response time attributable
to HP's network connection and Hp's internal  processing cannot be
measured by IRTM.

Table 4. 1 .3.1k shows the Capacity Test PO-1B results with the
Standard Deviations.

Table 4.1.3.1k Capacity Test P01-B Measurements with Standard
Deviations

\

The same analysis is re levant for comparing the IMA-GUI response
times that were obtained during the System Capacity Stress Test to
results obtained using IRTM. However, discrepancies arise  when
comparing stress test EDI results to that of IRTM. These discrepancies
resulted in the issuance of AZIWO2 l 19. Not only were IRTM results
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signif icantly different than results obtained using the Pseudo-CLEC
data, but EDI failed to meet benchmarks for all the pre-order
transaction types. Analysis of  the Pseudo-CLEC data revealed that
during the third hour of the stress test, nearly 500 responses were
received with response times in excess of 200 seconds, the IRTM time
out threshold. The inclusion of these time intervals in part explains the
difference in results in calculating PO-1B using stress test generated
data.

Qwest 's response to AZIW02119 acknowledged the 200 second time
out associated with IRTM and argued that timeout thresholds are rarely
experienced in the nonna course of processing pre-order transactions,
and that the result from the Capacity Stress Test could be due to the
design of the EDI system. The design, coupled with the extraordinari ly
high volumes of transactions sent during the third hour of the stress
test, placed the system in a condition that produced good transaction
responses that exceeded the timeout threshold. However, IRTM results
from the stress test did not reflect these long response time intervals.

Qwest further pointed out that the third hour of the stress test produced
volumes far in excess of that original ly  planned, which was 150% of
peak load from the l2-month Capaci ty  Test.  The actual  load however
during the third hour of the test was 220% of the peak hour load.
Although the system did slow to the point of fai l ing to meet
benchmarks, al l  transactions were successful ly processed under this
extremely heavy load. The purpose of the stress test was to generate a
heavy enough load to determine the point at which performance began
to deteriorate. That point appears to be between 150% and 220% of the
peak hour load. It is highly unlikely that this load would ever be
realized in a production environment because Qwest's~ interfaces are
Scaled to support volumes on a minimal six month rol l ing basis. Qwest
adds hardware and software as these increased volumes begin to
material ize. The relevance of this test is to determine whether Qwest
has sufficient capacity to support current load and can forecast far
enough into the future to al low time to ramp up. With Qwest's
explanation, the IWO was closed.

For purposes of comparing IRTM to actual Pseudo-CLEC response
time results, the two must be calculated the same. In other words, since
IRTM excludes response intervals greater than 200 seconds, CGE&Y's
calculated results using Pseudo-CLEC data must also exclude these
transaction times. Table 4. l  .3. ah provides Pseudo-CLEC results
applying the timeout exclusion. Another factor that should be taken
into consideration is that IRTM experienced an outage during the third
hour of the stress test that according to Qwest was unrelated to the
stress test volumes. No data points were provided by IRTM from the
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11 a.m. MST to 12 p.m. MST time frame, which would also create
differences between the Pseudo-CLEC and IRTM results. In order to
make a val id comparison, al l  transaction times during this time period
should be excluded from the calculation using Pseudo-CLEC collected
data. Once this exclusion is applied, the EDI results obtained from the
stress test are similar to those obtained from the 12-month Capacity
Test.

\

CGE8cY finds that despite its earl ier reservation dealing with IRTM,
results do not dispute that IRTM is an adequate measurement tool to
gauge pre-order response times. This is based on the fact that when
compared to each other, the times were relatively close. The worst
transaction, the Loop Qualif ication Transaction had an IRTM response
time of 8.28 +/- 1.02 seconds and the Pseudo-CLEC's response time
was 13.28 +/- 4.16 seconds. Although the response time difference was
5 seconds, the Pseudo-CLEC's Standard deviation (SD) was much
larger  than RTM's SD. Addi t ional ly ,  the  Pseudo-CLEC and Qwest
took their measurements at different points in the network. Although
IRTM is outside Qwest's f irewal l ,  i t is sti l l  connected to Qwest's
internal  network. The Pseudo-CLEC had a dedicated Tl  l ine
connection between its network and Qwest's. For that reason alone, one
would expect the response times to be greater for the Pseudo-CLEC
than for IRTM. Final ly ,  Po-l  resul ts are  reported on a monthly  basis,
which should reduce variances because of network delays, traff ic
volumes, etc .

4.1 .4 Results

The System Capacity Test is designed to determine whether Qwest's current
OSS are sufficient to process forecasted volume 12 months from the
commencement date of the test. The test was conducted in a production
environment supplementing existing production loads to arrive at anticipated
forecasted volume. The Capacity Test extended over an eleven hour time frame,
commencing at 7 :00 a.m. MST on August 10, 2001, and ending at 6 :00 p.m.
MST. A total of 21 ,500 pre-order transactions were executed and reported
consisting of  18,316 EDI and 3,184 GUI transactions. A total  of4,915 LSRs
were submitted of which 4,217 were submitted through EDI and 698 through
GUI.

Version 2.0

The Capacity Test also includes a stress test, which places an additional load
equal to 150% of the l2-month test's load to current production volumes. These
loads are incremental ly increased over a short time period. The purpose of this
test is to gather performance measurement data during each of these time
periods to evaluate the capacity levels at which Qwest's OSS performance
begins to deteriorate. The stress test was performed over a four-hour period,
9:00 a.m. MST through 1:00 p.m. MST, and was conducted on August 17, 2001 .
A total of 14,387 pre-order transactions were executed consisting of 12,053 EDI
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and 2,334 GUI transactions. A total  of 3, 121 LSRs were submitted of which
2,686 were submitted through EDI and 435 through GUI.

The Capacity  Test was original ly  intended to evaluate whether Qwest's systems
could meet benchmark standards set for pre-order transactions (PO-1), percent
order f low-through (PO-2) and Finn order confirmations (FOCs) (PO-5) given
the increased load. However, by def inition, al l  Capacity Test orders are
designed to flow through or are specifical ly intended to fal l  out for manual
intervention, therefore by agreement of the Subcommittee, the Capacity Test
was l imited in scope to evaluation of  the Po-l  and PO-5 measures. Currently ,
Qwest does not measure actual CLEC pre-order transactions to report results for
Po-l ,  but uses a simulated transaction system know as IRTM. An integral  part
of the Capacity Test was to collect actual response times experienced by the
Pseudo-CLEC in order to compare results to those reported by Qwest during the
Capacity Test using IRTM. This data did not refute the assertion that the results
generated from Qwest's simulated system are a the representation of pre-order
transaction response times experienced by CLEC service representatives.

\

The first task of the Capacity Subcommittee was to determine the volumes to be
used for the test. These volumes included expected demand for the entire Qwest
l4-state region for those systems that support al l  14 states. Regional  systems
were tested for volumes supporting that region. Once the committee agreed
upon volumes they were submitted to the TAG for approval . Simultaneously ,
other aspects of the test plan were developed by the committee, which included
order transaction mix, distribution between EDI and GUI, etc. Qwest provided
the test accounts to CGE&Y, which were then applied to the various scenarios.
Once preparation activities for the test were complete, several ORTs were
performed to ensure that al l  orders would flow through as anticipated and that
the necessary processes to perform the test and gather the data generated were in
place and functional .  Once Qwest's systems successful ly  passed the 12-month
test, the busy hour volume was used as the base for the stress test. This volume
was incremented in f ifteen-minute intervals unti l  a volume 50% higher than the
base volume was reached. This higher volume was input at a sustained rate for
two hours.

The System Capacity and Stress Test y ie lded the fol lowing results:

cm The 12-month forecasted volume for pre-order queries transmitted to
Qwest's OSS were processed satisfactori ly . At no time during the 12 month
test did the added test volumes, in addition to the normal production activity,
cause Qwest's OSS to abnonnal ly  terminate or disrupt operations.

cm The Stress Test volume during the third hour of the test caused the EDI pre-
order process to deteriorate. However, the third hour volume was over 200%
of the 12 month forecasted load.
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The pre-order performance results (PO-1A (GUI) and PO-IB (EDD)
obtained from the 12-month Capacity Test are within the benchmarks
required by the PID 6.3 for each query type (see Table 4. l .3.4-2 for a
detailed list of the types of pre-order transactions along with the associated
benchmark). This is true for the times reported by IRTM as well as times
calculated from the test data provided by the Pseudo-CLEC.

D The FOC performance results (PO-5A (GUI) and PO-5B (EDD) obtained
from the l2-month Capacity Test are within the benchmarks required by PID
6.3, which is 95% of all FOCs received within twenty minutes for both GUI
and EDI for all LSR product activity types. The only LSR that received a
FOC time greater than the benchmark was an order intended to error out but
was inadvertently handled manually by a Qwest employee. This order was
excluded from the results since it was not handled in a mechanized
enviromnent as provided in Section 5.2.2.2 (b) of the TSD 2.10.

CI PO-1A results obtained during the stress test are within the benchmarks
required by PID 6.3 for all query types. This is the for the times reported by
IRTM as well as times calculated from the test data provided by thepseudo-
CLEC.

D PO-IB results obtained during the stress test did not meet the benchmarks
required by PID 6.3. During the third hour of the test, responses were
delayed due to high transaction volumes. If EDI transaction intervals
obtained during the third hour of the test are excluded from the results, as in
CGE&Y's opinion should be the case (see discussion of AZIWO2 l 19 in
Section 4. l .3. l), the resultant average response times would then be within
the PID benchmarks and comparable to results achieved by IRTM.

CI

\

PO-5A and PO~5B results obtained during the stress test are within the
benchmarks required by PID 6.3 for all LSR product activity types. The
three LSRs that received a FOC time greater than the established benchmark
were manually handled and excluded from the results as provided in Section
5.2.2.2 (b) of the TSD.

D The level of performance for receiving pre-order responses from Qwest's
OSS begins to deteriorate with loads in excess Of 150% of the peak hour
load.

cl Data from the 12-month Capacity Test does not dispute that IRTM is an
adequate tool for gauging pre-order response time intervals that Qwest's
OSS are providing to the CLECs. Once the timeout exclusion is applied to
EDI results from the stress test, stress test results also support this
conclusion.
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The pre-order and order System Capacity Test has been completed
according to the plan

All tests against the appropriate performance measurements including
associated pre-ordering and ordering benchmarks have been
completed

J

All incidents that were opened in conjunction with the System
Capacity Test have been resolved and/or closed

J

All of the data associated with the System Capacity Test has been
captured and retained by the Pseudo-CLEC

J

The System Capacity Test evaluation and findings are included in the
TA's Final report compiled for the ACC

J

All documentation related to the System Capacity Test is verified as
complete by the TA and stored in the master project file

A11 orders have been cancelled prior to provisioning
J

\ Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Given the above findings it is CGE&Y's conclusion that Qwest's OSS
continued to provide a level of performance wet] within the benchmarks
established during all phases of the System Capacity Test.

Exit Criteria

For the System Capacity Test to be considered completed, per the MTP and
TSD, the following exit criteria needs to be satisfied:
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4.2 Systems Scalability

4.2.1 Introduction
Qwest's pre-order and order activities depend on the capabilities of its OSS.
CGE&Y performed a System Scalability review to determine if Qwest has
adequate procedures for scaling their systems so that they will have adequate
capacity to handle CLEC loads. The System Scalability review includes an
examination of the OSS interfaces, systems that support the interfaces, and
databases that are accessed in order to provide the necessary information for the
OSS function,

U

In this review, CGE&Y evaluated Qwest's

procedures for tracking OSS load and capacity,
procedures for forecasting future OSS load,
process for providing GSS computer growth, and
historical OSS load information.

System Scalability also evaluates the backup plans, disaster recovery plans, and
other procedures that guide Qwest's staff in executing the OSS interface
capacity planning. <

4.2.2 Scope

This section describes the scope of the System Scalability review. The first step
was to gather all relevant documentation to review and gain an understanding of
the processes and procedures in place to detect the need to, and, increase system
capacity without affecting system performance. See Appendix M for a list of
documentation that was reviewed as part of this evaluation. In addition to the
review of documentation, CGE&Y conducted structured discussions with Qwest
subject matter experts (SMEs). These discussions were used to gain
clarification on sections of the received documentation, to better understand the
Qwest system architecture and to gain knowledge of the capacity adjustment
procedures used within Qwest to better determine the adequacy of these
procedures.

A review of Qwest's procedure for tracking OSS loads and capacities was
conducted (Capacity Analysis-IMA). Interface traffic, processing utilization,
and industry performance measurements are included in the review.

An evaluation of the procedure for forecasting OSS loads was necessary in order
to determine if this was performed in accordance with the documentation
received. This evaluation includes comparing previous forecasts against
historical OSS load information for both Qwest and CLEC activity.
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CGE&Y's architecture SMEs performed an assessment to determine i f  Qwest's
OSS interfaces can quickly be made scalable to accommodate increases in
CLEC volumes beyond the volume that was planned for the Capacity  Test. (see
Section 4. l  .3.1 for a comparison of planned pre-order and order volumes versus
actual  Capac i ty  Test volumes) CGE&Y performed this analysis based on
documentation provided by Qwest. The documentation detai ls how Qwest has
designed its OSS interfaces to be scalable for increased demand.

The scope of the System Scalabi l i ty  review is summarized as fol lows:

>
>

> Review procedures for tracking OSS loads and capacities (MA Capacity
Analysis)

> Evaluate procedures for forecasting future OSS loads /Wholesale  CLEC
Forecast/Proj sections

> Assess process for providing OSS computer growth /Comprehensive
Mainframe Planning
Conduct interviews with Qwest network managers
Perform a review of the Qwest disaster recovery process

4.2.3 Process

CGE&Y met with Qwest management to review their processes and conduct
interviews. During these meetings a number of questions as stipulated in the
TSD and contained in Table 4.2.3a, were directed to the appropriate Qwest
managers. In preparation for this meeting, CGE&Y reviewed Qwest's Capaci ty
Planning Process document. The documentation included a description of the
process and forecasting assumptions to support projected CPU demand, memory
utilization and transfer rate used to determine future capacity requirements _

Test Results and Analvsis

CGE&Y's overal l  analysis of  Qwest's abi l i ty  to ramp up system capacity  to
handle increased volume consisted of reviewing Qwest's documentation,
conducting interviews and if  possible , observing Qwest's abi l i ty to carry out
procedures contained within the documentation. As part of i ts evaluation,
CGE&Y reviewed Qwest's procedures for tracking OSS loads to determine
when to implement a project to increase capacity and its process for forecasting
CLEC demand for OSS functions. The planning and implementation for OSS
growth was also analyzed along with a review of Qwest's disaster recovery
process.

4¢*o Review procedures for tracking OSS loads and capacities

Information about Qwest's procedures for tracking OSS loads and capacities
was gathered during the interview to supplement the information contained
within the "Interconnect Mediated Access Capacity  Analysis" documentation
that was provided. The MA production/test environment consists of two
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se rvers :  the  MA web se rver  and the  MA business se rver .  Measurement tool s
contained within these servers are used to monitor the overal l  system uti l ization
(global) as wel l  as transaction based uti l ization.

O059 Evaluate procedures for forecasting future OSS loads/Wholesale CLEC
Forecast/Projections

The "Wholesale CLEC Forecast/Projections" report was supplied to aiding
CGE&Y's understanding of the processes in place within the Qwest wholesale
organization to provide CLEC forecasting information. This information is
developed through the combined organizational effort of the Finance, Service
Delivery, Strategic Planning and Wholesale Interconnections Operations teams
in order to provide anticipated volume outputs that support Product,
Interconnection Operations and Network Centers, and personnel al location
planning efforts. The report also describes, in part, the abil i ty for scalabil i ty
changes and contingency planning in support of  changing CLEC needs. Qwest
employs a thorough and encompassing analysis on historical  data, information
they receive from the account management and product management teams.
These data are then used to create trends, which are further refined into
forecasts. For purposes of confidential i ty , CGE&Y cannot detai l  the actual
procedures that Qwest takes in order to produce their future OSS loads and
CLEC forecasts. This data is also used to determine the necessary levels of
support personnel required to maintain CLEC support as well  as normal
business requirements.  CGE&Y was dual ly  impressed with Qwest 's
contingency plans, which address dramatic increases in CLEC volume activities.

o099 Assess process for providing OSS computer growth /Comprehensive
Mainframe Planning

\

CGE&Y referenced Qwest's "Comprehensive Mainframe Planning Process"
documentation for information about Qwest's process for providing OSS
computer growth and comprehensive mainframe planning. In the past, Qwest's
planning for mainframe processor, memory, disk and tape sub-areas was done
by groups responsible for each sub-area and was not total ly  integrated. Changes
to the sub-area plans were not always coordinated, resulting in potential ly
unnecessary procurement and potential  software unavai labi l i ty resulting in
increased l icensing costs. Qwest recognized this area for improvement and
implemented a team of Information Technology (IT) professionals to reengineer
this process. Now, Qwest's OSS computer growth and mainframe planning is
conducted by a central team which has lead to improved coordination of
hardware changes and a reduction of unnecessary expenses.

9004 Conduct interviews with Qwest network managers

CGE8LY interviewed one of Qwest's data communications managers who
described Qwest'snetwork architecture as i t re lates to the CLEC environment.
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CLECs can access MA by dialup or private line. The manager described the
network's redundancy, protocols and monitoring software in place to monitor
the network.

Qwest's backbone network consists of high-speed links (Tl and above) between
the data centers. In the each data center Fiber Distributed Data Interface (FDDI)
LoCal Area Networks (LANs) provide high speed communications between the
multiple routers in each location and the OSS, gateways, and communications
servers that provide CLEC access, via a firewall, to MA which then routes the
information (LSR or pre-0rder transactions) to the appropriate OSS.

Multiple high-speed links and multiple servers provide for disaster recovery and
provide additional bandwidth for user traffic.

4o*o Perform a review of the Qwest disaster recovery process

In addition to interviews with Qwest SMEs, CGE&Y referenced Qwest's
"Disaster Recovery Plan" to gather information about Qwest's disaster recovery
process. This process is designed to provide response resources commensurate
with the magnitude and scopes any event or situation that would have a

significant negative impact on Qwest, its employees or customers. Qwest has
implemented teams at each level and across areas in order to react and deal with
situations with a standard recovery process. Qwest has established procedures
for guiding team members through issues to successful recovery. Qwest also
has documented guidelines to assist employees to the transition to normal
operations and steps to resolve any gaps that were identified to improve the
overall process. The disaster recovery plan outlines the roles and
responsibilities of response teams, management teams, operations centers and
staff.

The System Scalability review is to provide answers to certain questions
detailed in Section 5.3.3 of the TSD 2.10. Table 4.2.3a describes these
questions, which were asked during the interview process, along with the
responses to those questions. Review of Qwest provided documentation along
with information gathered during the interview process were the basis for
CGE&Y's findings contained within the Results section below. In addition,
Qwest provided CGE&Y access to internal websites that provided information
to augment the documentation and the interviews. Where feasible, CGE&Y
made observations to ensure Qwest's current operations were capable to
implement the scalability procedures described within the documentation.

Table 4.2.3a System Scalability Questionnaire
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Item Evaluation Criteria Result Comments

Mechanized Interfaces
1. Is there a defined documented EDI

migration path for CLECs to develop
automated interfaces to connect to
Qwest?

Yes Qwest has documentation
that supports the EDI APIs.

2. Are Qwest's electronic interfaces scalable
to support CLEC inter-connectivity to
Qwest systems?

Yes This is done through both
network and systems
planning.

3. Is the WAN network backbone
adequately sized to meet current and
projected CLEC usage?

Yes The Network Capacity
Planning Group within
Qwest is responsible to
monitor the WAN, project
future CLEC demand and
timely plan for
reinforcement to the
network. Process and
procedures are supported
through documentation.

4. Is network dial in access for CLEC dial in
users sufficiently scalable to support
increased network workloads?

Yes Qwest's design was built to
scale by number of access
lines to terminating modem
poles using Cisco
equipment.

5. Are appropriate network protocols for
current and projected CLEC transaction
activity utilized?

Yes Qwest has various protocols
for different access
methods, including mail, e-
mail, fax, dial-in, EDI and
private Tl with web GUI.
Protocols used are TCP/IP,
Fax modem and standard
modem protocol.

Automated Systems
1. Are processes for capacity planning and

design in place, sufficient and effectively
executed by Qwest?.

Yes The Wholesale Interconnect
Group has a staff of
planners responsible for
capacity planning for
automated systems.
Qwest's documented
processes adequately
support this function and the
process is well defined
through the MA System
Scalability Process
Document and Process Flow
Diagram which were
reviewed by CGE&Y.

2. Is there a documented process and
methodology in place, which is used to

Yes The Capacity Planning
Group is responsible for

\
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analyze the scalability of systems
gateways and interfaces?

analyzing the scalability of
both the system gateways
and interfaces. The process
and methodology are
included in the MA System
Scalability Process
Document and Process Flow
Diagram

3 Do redundant sites exist for use in
processing CLEC orders?

Yes Thornton and Denver,
Colorado are primary data
centers for processing of
CLEC orders with the
Omaha, Nebraska Data
Center responsible for back
up. The change over to
redundant sewers is
transparent to the co-
provider in the case of
hardware failure,

4. Do the OSS and gateway interfaces in use
adequately scale to support projected
capacity growth? Will the Gateway and
other architectures in use by Qwest scale
quickly for unexpected CLEC growth?

Yes Gateways scale by use of
modular components in
regards to operations
support. Currently the Load
and Performance Group
certify that the OSSs and
gateway interfaces will
adequately support
projected volume. The MA
System Scalability Process
Document and Process Flow
Diagram provide the
supporting documentation
for the Load and
Performance Group to
utilize in performing its
certification.

5. Is the amount of disk storage per server
actively monitored and managed?

Yes The Capacity and Planning
Group within the
Communications and
Information Services (CIS)
organization is responsible
for management of disk
storage space. Qwest
monitors each server with
set parameters and paging
for alarms

6. Are the thresholds for acquiring
additional disk storage sufficient to
accommodate unexpected CLEC growth?

Yes Qwest has dynamic storage
systems (databases) which
are connected to the
enterprise shared storage
systems. Logging systems

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test
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with more than 100GB of
storage will also be
connected to enterprise
shared storage

7. Is there an established disaster recovery
planning process?

Yes Qwest's Technical, Policy,
Standards and Processes
Group provides a document
with a template to ensure
every application is properly
planned and documented.
This is a Qwest regional
standard. Every application
is required to complete this
document before going into
production. Qwest tracks
all information concerning
the implementation of the
application in order to be
able to re-create the
application in the case of a
disaster.

8. Is the disaster recovery process
periodically tested to assess Qwest's
ability to recover from a disaster?

No At the time of the scalability
evaluation, Qwest did
implement periodic walk-
throughs to ensure anything
that has changed is updated
such as contacts, software,
infrastructure, etc
However, as was
determined during the
second attempt of
performing the Capacity
Test CGE&Y discovered
that Qwest does not conduct
actual disaster recovery tests
to verily their procedures.
AZIW01193 was issued in
response to this observation.

9. Are tape backup procedures in place and
actively utilized with archival procedures
used to secure the backups?

Yes Qwest provides backup for
their systems using the IBM
product ADSM. The
backup is accomplished by a
UNIX process (daemon)
running locally on each box.

10. Is there an established methodology for
maintaining CLEC processing levels?

Yes Currently there is an
Interconnect Response Time
Measurement (IRTM) tool
that monitors pre-order
response times. Any
trending up of response
times is investigated.

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

\

Version 2.0 306



Scalability Evaluation

However, Qwest has
procedures in place to
monitor every aspect of
performance to its CLEC
customers. One such
mechanism is through its
Performance Indicator
Definitions which produces
monthly results on 47 areas
of performance. If a
negative impact on
processing levels is
detected, the Capacity
Planning Group investigates
and if necessary, begins
planning a relief project

Is there an established methodology for
monitoring the ability to scale? Is
sufficient monitoring done and is it
effective to implement solutions that
provide sufficient service levels to
CLECs?

Yes There is both a scope
specific process for
forecasting quarterly
(forecast up to three quarters
into the future) and actively
for daily and hourly spikes
(Capacity Planning System-
CPS) The ability to scale is
monitored on a
daily/monthly basis. Data
are collected to ensure that
Qwest is operating within
the limits of the forecast. If
actual volume appears to be
exceeding the forecast,
corrective steps are taken
immediately.

12. Is there a process in place to monitor
transaction response times and are
success ratios frequently reviewed to
identify systems opportunities to improve
them?

Yes The project team, which
implements the IRTM tool
that monitors response
times, is responsible for
reviewing results and
detecting trends in response
intervals and failure rates.
Any trending up of response
times or time outs is
investigated for potential
corrective action.

Capacity Planning Procedures
1. Are there established processes for

obtaining performance data to determine
future growth patterns?

Yes Data are collected and
published on the Qwest
Planning website which is
an automated system.
Qwest utilizes this data to

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test
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develop a history in order to
trend future oath.I

2. Is the performance data gathered in
accordance with the processes to
sufficiently allow proper forecasting of
system growth for CLECs?

Yes The Capacity Planning
Group collects more than 75
data points every 10 minutes
and stores that data for 45
days in an oracle RDBMS.
The data are then rolled up
to hourly averages for
historical views (when the
data is aged off after 45
days) and for forecasting
(forecasting uses both 10
minute and roll up data).
Forecasting is now being
done against actual business
functions (from the Key
Business Indicators Group)
against the CPS utilization
forecast and systems
upgrades are engaged
months before thresholds
are realized.

3. Are capacity planning procedures
documented, in place, and executed by
Qwest?

Yes Qwest processes are
currently evolving and
documentation is constantly
updated to meet new
business needs. Refer to the
MA System Scalability

Process Document and
Process Flow.

4. Are capacity planning processes designed
to provide an acceptable level of quality?

Yes The acceptable level of
quality is determined by
specific pass/fail criteria
given to the Load and
Performance Team.

5. Is there an established process for the
development of capacity planning
functions and procedures and its use in
performing scalability?

Yes Reference to this is located
in the MA Scalability
Process Document.

6. Is there an established process for
budgeting funds and resources in the
support of capacity planning?

Yes The CIS-Capacity Planning
and Provisioning
Organization is responsible
for forecasting the annual
budget and need for
additional resources and
receive their input with
regard to wholesale systems
from the IT department.
This department is
responsible for monitoring

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

\

q

Version 2.0 308



Scalability*Evaluatian

the capacity and utilization
of their systems.

7. Is scalability monitoring and planning
accounted for in capacity planning and
are procedures and processes in place to
support scalability?

Yes Qwest has a process in place
to determine what must be
done to increase capacity in
the case of unforeseen
volume and the length of
time that is required in order
to provide this additional
capacity In addition to
forecasting in order to plan
for capacity expansions,
Qwest monitors actual
utilization as compared to
that which is forecasted in
order to determine as early
as possible if forecasted
volumes are insufficient to
meet actual demand.
Performance levels are also
monitored to make certain
performance does not
deteriorate given increased
demand. The above
processes and procedures
for supporting scalability
are contained within
Qwest's [MA System
Scalability Process
Document.

8. Is systems growth actively monitored and
needs analysis performed"

Yes The Midrange Capacity
Planning performance
design group collects data
(10 minute intervals) for
over 1400 midrange servers.
This data is utilized to
monitor system loads to
detect the point at which a
relief prob act must be
implemented in order to be
operational prior to exhaust
of capacity given current
forecasted growth. This
process is contained within
the MA system Scalability
Process Document.

9. Is performance momtorlng software
installed and used at all site locations?

Yes HP's ITO Measureware
Perfview (system name for
Performance View) and
Glance (Glance Plus Pack)
software is used at each site

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test
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location to monitor
performance.

10. Is systems performance monitored at
acceptable levels?

Yes The IT group within Qwest
is responsible for
monitoring the critical
components of each system
(Ag, CPU, disk utilization)
for performance and
notifying CIS-Capacity
Planning & Provisioning
when such performance
drops to a level requiring
the need for reinforcement.

11. Are systems databases accounted for in
the capacity planning process?

Yes The database community
uses multiple diagnostic
tools and is standardized on
BMC's patrol for
performance monitoring.
This is documented and
available in Qwest's MA
System Scalability Process
Document.

12. Is capacity planning methodology
documentation updated and maintained
and is it available to the staff to support
the capacity planning process?

Yes Qwest maintains the CIS
Capacity Planning and
Provisioning web site which
deals with capacity planning
and systems monitoring.
All documentation
concerning capacity
planning is placed on this
internal web site and
updated on a regular basis.
In addition, the TPSP web
site also maintains technical,
policy, standards and
process documentation and
is available to all staff
responsible for the support
of capacity psalming.

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

4.2.4 Results

The System Scalability review evaluated Qwest's processes, procedures and
planning tools currently in place to adequately monitor Qwest's OSS to scale for
anticipated larger workloads. The evaluation included the review of Qwest's
procedures for capacity expansion to determine if adequate procedures are in
place for scaling Qwest's systems to provide sufficient capacity to handle future
CLEC loads. This review also evaluates the backup plans, disaster recovery
plans, and other procedures that guide Qwest's staff in executing the OSS
interface capacity planning.
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In order to adequately evaluate Qwest's abi l i ty to scale i ts operation, CGE&Y
obtained Qwest's procedures for tracking OSS loads and capacities, forecasting
future OSS loads and providing OSS computer growth in an effort to understand
system architecture and gain knowledge of the capacity adjustment procedures
used within Qwest. This information is necessary in order for CGE&Y to assess
whether Qwest's OSS interfaces can be made scalable to accommodate »
increases in CLEC volumes greater than those planned for in the Capacity Test
within a timely manner.

CGE&Y's analysis of  Qwest's processes, procedures and planning tools to
support i ts systems scalabil i ty produced the fol lowing results:

Procedures for tracking OSS loads and capacities are in place, actively being
util ized and sufficient to detect unexpected increases in volume in order to
react appropriately .

Procedures for forecasting future OSS loads are similar to procedures
observed in other jurisdictions for planning purposes and are adequately
maintained and fol lowed by Qwest's systems staff .

Processes are in place and actively fol lowed for managing and providing the
necessary CPU, memory and data storage requirements for Qwest's OSS
computer growth.

Qwest has adequate procedures in place to facil itate its staff in executing
OSS interface capacity  planning.

»

In l ight of the above f indings, CGE&Y's conclusion is that Qwest has adequate
processes and procedures in place that are well  documented to maintain system
capacity sufficient to meet the required performance levels that have been
established in order to provide a rneaningiiul opportunity for an efficient CLEC
to compete.
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4.3 Staff Scalability

4.3.1 Introduction
The Staffing Scalability review involved determining whether processes were in
place for Qwest to provide continued support to the CLECs for extraordinary
events such as disaster or increased CLEC volumes. CGE&Y reviewed Qwest
provided documentation and interviewed Qwest staff personnel for this review.

In addition to disaster recovery, Qwest pre-order and order activities depend in
many cases on manual processes to adequately meet their CLEC customer's
demand. CGE&Y performed a Staff Scalability review to determine if Qwest
has the ability to increase the number of personnel available to perform these
manual inunctions in a timely manner. The review includes evaluation of the
following:

•

Procedural framework that Qwest has in place to develop force models for
its CLEC support centers (Qwest's support center workforce development
modeling Procedures)
Linkages between Qwest's future volume projections and Qwest's
workforce development modeling procedures
Volume contingency plans that Qwest has in place to meet dramatic
increases in CLEC order volume
Disaster recovery plans that Qwest has in place to assure continued
operations and
Scalability of recruiting and training programs that Qwest has in place to
provide for the availability of staff with the necessary skills to adequately
perform the manual support functions

To support future workloads, the amount of Qwest staff needed to provide for
the level of CLEC service agreed upon, as reflected in the Service Level
Agreements (SLAs) and Performance Indicator Definitions (see Appendix B of
the MTP), must be appropriately planned. The Staff Scalability review does not
directly determine that Qwest currently employs the appropriate amount of staff,
as it is not feasible to train and hire staff at this point in time. However, the
planning process to add additional staff as the need is identified, in terms of the
number of additional staff, the facilities in which to house the staff, and the
required training, are assessed through this evaluation.

The Staff Scalability review includes:

U Review of Qwest provided documentation to gain an understanding of the
processes and procedures in place to detect the need to reinforce existing
staff to keep pace with CLEC demand. See Appendix M for a list of
documentation that was reviewed as part of this evaluation.

x
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Structured discussions between CGE&Y and Qwest SMEs to gain
clarif ication on sections of the received documentation and in general , to
gain knowledge of the practical  procedures used by Qwest to supplement
its staff

U
\.

Assessment of the support centers' abi l i ty to respond to increased workload
and provide satisfactory resources to complete the manual intervention of
non-f low-through LSRs

Cl Examination of the support centers' workforce modeling procedures and
basel ine assumptions used to create the resource capacity requirements

Cl An analysis to evaluate the scalability of staffing, workstation capacity,
training, forecasting, and responsiveness

4.3.2 Scope

CGE&Y performed a staff scalability review to determine if Qwest has the
ability to increase the number of personnel available to meet unexpected
demand. This review included evaluation of the following:

Procedural framework that Qwest has in place to develop force models for
its CLEC support centers
Volume contingency plans that Qwest has in place to meet dramatic
increases in CLEC order volume
Disaster recovery plans that Qwest has in place to assure continued
operations
Scalability of recruiting and training programs that Qwest has in place to
provide for the availability of staff with the necessary skills to adequately
perform the manual support functions

4.3.3 Proce ss

CGE&Y met with Qwest to review existing processes in relationship to staff
scalabi l i ty . The interviews were conducted at the Qwest off ices in Denver,
Colorado. Much of the discussion centered on the documents/processes that had
been provided in advance of the interview process. Those documents were:

A .
B .
C .

Qwest Disaster Recovery Process
Wholesale Markets INC Business Continuity Plan
WholeSale CLEC Forecast/Projections

To support future workloads, the amount of Qwest staff needed to provide for
the level of CLEC service agreed upon, as reflected in the PID (see Appendix B
of the MTP 4.2), must be appropriately planned. The results of the Staff
Scalability review do not directly determine that Qwest currently employs the
appropriate amount of staff, as it is not feasible to train and hire staff at this
point in time to perform future work that may or may not materialize. However,
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1. Is there a process in place to
temporarily increase staff for large-
scale projects outside of the normal
workflow environment?

Yes Qwest is capable of outsourcing to a
vendor currently under contract,
which operates out of Dallas, Texas
and Sierra Vista, Arizona for either a
short or long duration. During
interviews, Qwest stated its
satisfaction with its vendor's ability
to provide staff support possessing a
satisfactory level of competency in
the telecommunications industry.
Removing training issues and
improving response times associated
with hiring new staff to support short
term peaks in volume enhances the
value to Qwest.

2. Is there a plan in place to train not Yes Qwest can provide center support

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

the staff planning process, in terms of the number of staff the faci l i ties in which
to house the staff, and the required training, are assessed through this evaluation.

CGE&Y reviewed Qwest's documentation, l isted above, pertaining to staff
scalabi l i ty  and conducted interviews with Qwest SMEs. These discussions were
used to gain clarif ication on sections of the received documentation and to gain
knowledge of the practical  procedures used. As parton the evaluation, CGE&Y
assessed the support centers abi l i ty  to respond to increased workload in a timely
manner and provide sufficient resources to complete the manual intervention of
non-flow-through LSRs. In addition, an examination of the support centers '
workforce modeling procedures was conducted to determine if  the basel ine
assumptions used to create the resource capacity requirements were sufficient.
CGE&Y also performed an analysis to evaluate Qwest's abi l i ty  to increase
staff ing and workstation capacity and to provide adequate training. The
adequacy of Qwest's forecasting, in order to react in sufficient time to provide
the necessary personnel to handle the increased volume, was also evaluated.

Test Results and Analysis

The Staff Scalabi l i ty review is to provide answers to certain questions detai led
in Section 5.4.3 of the TSD 2.10. Table 4.3.3a describes these questions, which
were used during the interview process, along with the responses to those
questions. Review of Qwest provided documentation along with information
gathered during the interview process were the basis for CGE&Y's f indings
contained within the Results section below. In addition, Qwest provided
CGE&Y access to internal websites that provided information to augment the
documentation and the interviews. Where feasible , CGE&Y made observations
to ensure Qwest's current operations were capable to implement the scalabi l i ty
procedures described within the documentation.

Table  4 . 3 . 3a  Staf f  Sca labi l i ty Ques t ionnaire

N
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only the staff but emergency
overflow staff as well? Are
estimated personnel orientation
and training times reasonable and
do they support the requirements
for rapid change in the event of
unexpected CLEC volume
increases?

through multiple channels to cover
high increases in volume of a short
duration. This is achieved through
support from non-affected ceNters
and the outsourcing reflected
previously with the vendor located in
Dallas and Sierra Vista.

3. Is there a risk management plan in
place that addresses how to handle
the loss of key personnel and to
cover contingencies for required
personnel increases in support of
unexpected CLEC growth?

Yes This is reflected in Qwest's Disaster
Recovery Process and in the event of
unexpected growth each center can
be supported from the balance of
centers with outsourcing to provide
temporary coverage. Qwest also
maintains insurance coverage on key
management personnel in order to
provide for timely replacement.

4. Is the number and timing of shifts
for each working day consistent
and adequate for the workload?

Yes Qwest determines this through
monitoring and maintaining histories
of the work load in order to properly
plan for and schedule the number of
personnel required to cover the
forecasted work load in a timely
fashion. Qwest balances the
workload through workload
management, additional outsource
partnering, employee overtime and
temporary employees to allow for
increases in volumes that occur either
suddenly or gradually over time.

5. Are physical limitations for future
and temporary staffing such as
office space and equipment
addressed in scalability planning?

Yes When current forecasts reflect
exhaust of current office space,
Qwest's Real Estate Department,
which keeps track of all available
office space, is alerted and prepares a
plan to convert existing space to
handle staffrequirements. In the
case of temporary staffing, Qwest
outsources and has no need for
additional office space.

6. Is training of the staff performed as
an ongoing process?

Yes Qwest maintains an internal training
web site, which contains a training
path for each job title. Each manager
is responsible to ensure employees
training profiles are kept up to date
and employees are scheduled for
additional training as appropriate.

7. Are all staff job functions and
descriptions clearly documented?

Yes The web site mentioned above also
contains a list of all management and
non~management positions within
Qwest. Included is a job description
detailing each position's
responsibility and filnction along
with the skills and knowledge
required to perform the job.

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test
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8. Is the ISC/AMSC force model
procedures and methodology
documented and followed by the
management and staff?

Yes This is documented in the Wholesale
CLEC Forecast/Projections, which is
used to support product planning and
network interconnection operations
personnel allocation.

Manual Processes
Can Qwest scale their workforce to
confirm receipt to the CLEC of all
paper source documents?

Yes Personnel are assigned in each center
to address this work function and
performance measurements exist to
evaluate Qwest's responsiveness.

2. Can Qwest scale their workforce to
provide sufficient personnel for
collecting and distributing CLEC
faxes?

Yes Specific personnel in each work
center are assigned this particular
task and their performance is rated by
the timeliness in which these faxes
are distributed to the appropriate
personnel in order for Qwest to
provide a timely response.

3. Is Qwest capable of scaling their
workforce to manage and handle
fall~out exception processing.

Yes This is done through normal office
requirements with volume
contingencies covered through
supporting centers and outsourcing.

4. Is Qwest capable of scaling their
workforce to provide adequate
staff to support call center CLEC
information requirements?

Yes There was no evidence provided that
Qwest monitors call center response
times for CLEC support functions in
order to determine whether adequate
staffing exists to handle calls in a
timely fashion and handle CLEC
information requirements. This was
documented in AZIW01194 .

In response to this IWO, CGE&Y
received and verified supporting
documentation from Qwest. The
tWO was closed

5. Is Qwest capable of scaling their
workforce to provide sufficient
personnel for perfomiing data
entry through the CLEC access
system for manual orders?

Yes Qwest personnel do not use the
CLEC assess system to input manual
orders but inputs these orders the
same as they would any retail service
order. These orders are subjected to
the same performance measures as
those electronically processed and
the time the fax is received is used in
determining whether Qwest meets its
commitment for processing the order.
Qwest actively monitors time delays
in the input of these orders and takes
appropriate action to increase work
force either on a permanent or
temporary basis when needed.

6. Is there an established process in
place for forecasting expected
growth of CLEC business and
unexpected growth?

Yes Qwest maintains a mechanized
forecasting process which is used to
assist Qwest with determining
personnel requirements. This allows
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the INC to determine in advance, a
reasonable expectation of future
staffing requirements. This process
is documented in the Wholesale
CLEC Forecasting/Projections.
Unexpected growth is identified early
in the process through comparing
existing volume with forecasted
V0i11IT1€.

7. Is there an established process in
place for reviewing workload
forecasts to determine their validity
and accuracy?

Yes Processes are in place to provide
comparisons of current workloads to
projected workloads. Documentation
is in place and contained in the
Wholesale CLEC
Forecasting/Projections. According
to this documentation, Qwest
determines the number of employees
required to complete certain tasks
and then maintains a forecast for
expected level of activity. This
forecast determines the number of
employees required to cover the
expected work load. Once the
forecast is prepared, current volume
is compared to the forecast and
adjustments to personnel are
determined based on this
comparison.

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

4.3.4 Results

As part of the Staff Scalability review, CGE&Y assessed Qwest's staff planning
process, in terms of the number of staff, the facilities in which to house the staff
and the training necessary to bring new personnel up to the required level of
productivity.

In conducting its evaluation, CGE&Y reviewed Qwest's support center
workforce development modeling procedures and the link between future
volume projections and workforce modeling procedures. Support centers were
evaluated for their ability to respond to increased workloads and to provide
adequate resources to handle the manual processing of non-flow-through LSRs .
Contingency plans to meet unforeseen increases in order volume, and Qwest's
disaster recovery plans to assure continued CLEC support, were also evaluated.
The ability of Qwest's recruiting and training programs to provide staff with the
necessary skills to perform the manual support functions was also reviewed by
CGE&Y.

CGE&Y's evaluation of Qwest's ability to increase personnel in order to
process CLEC orders produced the following results:
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cl Sufficient CLEC support centers workforce development modeling
procedure documentation is available.

CI In-place volume contingency plans to meet dramatic increases in CLEC
order volumes through either re-routing work to supporting INC offices or
outsource to a vendor are documented and available to Qwest staff and are
sufficient to cover the daily work load.

J

EL Disaster recovery plans are well defined to assure continued operations are
in place and maintained.

U Recruiting and training programs to provide for the availability of
competent staff with the necessary skills to adequately process CLEC orders
are sufficiently documented.

Based on the above findings, CGE&Y concludes that Qwest maintains adequate
forecasting procedures to identify the need for additional work force within a
sufficient time frame that allows for appropriate training and placement.

g

Version 2.0 318



Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

5. Relationship Management Evaluation
As part of the certification of Qwest to provide non-discriminatory access to its OSS,
CGE&Y was engaged to conduct a Relationship Management Evaluation.

The purpose of the Relationship Management Evaluation was to evaluate how Qwest
manages its relationship with the CLECs. This included all facets of Qwest's business
processes, procedures, communications and communications methods that involve
interaction with, or were created for the use of, the Competitive Local Exchange Carrier
(CLEC) community.

L

Approach

The Relationship Management Evaluation was structured to adhere to Section 7.2 of the
Master Test Plan, Version 4.2 dated June 29, 2001 (MTP 4.2), and Section 6.1 of the Test
Standards Document, Version 2. l0, dated September 6, 2001 (TSD 2.10). This report
evaluates Qwest's business relationship with the CLEC community in five functional areas:
CLEC Account Establishment, CLEC Account Management, CLEC Training, Interface
Development, and Co-provider Industry Change Management Process (CICMP).

Each of these Emotional areas was evaluated using the following methods and tools:

o Questionnaires: CGE&Y sent questionnaires electronically to CLECs that conduct
business or intend to conduct business in the state of Arizona. CLECs were encouraged
to participate in the survey, however, the completion of all questionnaires was strictly
voluntary. The surveys were not intended as any kind of statistical tool, and therefore
did not follow any established development methodology. They were intended solely to
collect information about the experiences of the CLECs in dealing with Qwest. As such,
they took the place of in-person interviews in instances where in-person or telephone
interviews were either impractical or impossible.

O Interviews: CGE&Y conducted in-person interviews with Qwest personnel
representing the CLEC account establishment, account management, EDI)/IMA
interface development, and the CICMP processes. CGE&Y also attended a meeting of
the CLEC Forum, a group of representatives of the CLECs that participate in the
CICMP, which afforded the opportunity to interview those present regarding CICMP
and other matters. CGE&Y also conducted telephone interviews with participating
CLEC personnel involved in contract management, systems and process change
management, and interface development and testing activities with Qwest. Informal
interviews were conducted with certain CLECs throughout the duration of the
evaluation.

U Documentation Review: Documentation relating to each of the evaluated areas was
extensively reviewed and is summarized in the appropriate sections of this report.
Documentation for the evaluation was obtained from all available sources, including the
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Qwest website , the Pseudo-CLEC through i ts account management team, Qwest's
technical publications source, and through the information request process established
for this 271 proceeding.

U Observation: CGE&Y observed many of the processes discussed in this evaluation.
These observations were primarily accomplished by the monitoring of Qwest's
interactions with the Pseudo-CLEC. CGE&Y also made observations during its
participation in CICMP meetings and focus discussions, participation in Qwest's Release
Notification process, attendance at various Qwest wholesale training classes, and
through meeting with Qwest personnel involved in the various processes.

The following is a brief description of the five evaluation areas:

1) CLEC Account Establishment

The CLEC account establishment evaluation consisted of review of the entire process by
which a CLEC becomes certif ied to do business in Qwest territory, interconnects its network
with Qwest's, i f  applicable , and establ ishes systems and processes to order various Qwest
products.  The evaluation examined:

Methods and procedures establ ished by Qwest for a CLEC to become a Qwest wholesale
customer
Documentation regarding CLEC account establ ishment accessible to CLECs via web,
hard copy, public documents obtainable through the state commission, etc.
The Qwest CLEC account management organization, including its processes,
procedures, and personnel
The CLECs' experiences with the account management organization

2) CLEC Account Management

The CLEC account management evaluation included an examination of the methods,
procedures and actions of Qwest in managing its business relationships with the CLECs.
The evaluation considered the fol lowing functions and processes:

Qwest account team responses to CLEC queries, problems, issues, etc.
Help desk cal l  processing, procedures, and business rules involved with the closing of
CLEC trouble tickets
Problem escalation '
Forecasting, including Local Interconnection Service (LIS) trunks, UNE, and collocation
facilities
Ongoing communications between Qwest and the CLECs

3) CLEC Training

The CLEC training evaluation assessed the adequacy of the Qwest wholesale training effort.
The evaluators considered the fol lowing:
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The availability of training (i.e., frequency and geographic location)
Curriculum offered to CLECs
Content and structure of available training
Quality of available training
Effectiveness of the training as assessed by the participants

4) InterfaceDevelopment

The interface development evaluation assessed the processes, procedures, documentation,
and consultative assistance that Qwest makes available to CLECs while developing and
implementing their interfaces. It also evaluated the methods by which cooperative
certification testing takes place between the CLEC and Qwest, as well as the
platforms/environments involved in the testing. The specific systems encompassed by this
evaluation were:

>
>
>
>

MA -. EDI
MA - Graphical User Interface (GUI)

Electronic Bonding .- Trouble Administration (EB~TA)
Wholesale Billing Interfaces

Since development methods for both IMA-EDI and EB-TA systems are substantially
similar, they were both covered in the same questionnaires. and interview questions.

The interface development evaluation also assessed a CLEC's ability to integrate pre-order
data elements into order transactions.

5) C0-Provider Industry Change Management Process

The CICMP evaluation assessed Qwest's methodology for identifying, clarifying,
prioritizing, scheduling, implementing and communicating changes to its pre-order, order,
trouble administration, and billing systems interfaces and associated business processes
requested by the CLEC community. These systems include:

> IMA-EDI
> IMA-GUI
> EB-TA
> CLEC billing interfaces
> Held, Escalated, and Expedited Tool (HEET)
> Customer Terminal Access System (CTAS)
> Telecommunications Information System (TELIS)

The issues evaluated in the CICMP assessment included:

The overall documentation of the CICMP process, including roles, responsibilities, and
instructions for completing a change request (CR) form
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The process for, and timeliness of, notif ications of upcoming system upgrades, "point
re leases," e tc .  These  are  cal led "Release  Noti f ications in the  CICMP process.
The timeliness and content of release notes for upcoming releases
Communications between Qwest and the CLECs for resolving problems that arise in
relation to system upgrades
The existence of test environments, documentation, and other tools necessary to prepare
and test changes before they are implemented
The process for, and timeliness and effectiveness of, Qwest's notif ications of planned
and unplanned system down times
The soundness and effectiveness of these processes

In late June 2001 Qwest began a comprehensive re-design of every component of i ts change
management process, whose name was off ic ial ly  changed to the Change Management
Process (CMP). This re-design process was a col laborative effort between Qwest and
CLECs named to the re-design "core team," and used OBF issue 2233 as i ts basis.

5.1  CLEC Account Establishment
Qt

The CLEC account establ ishment evaluation consisted of review of the process by
which a CLEC becomes certif ied to do business in Qwest telTitory, interconnects its
network with Qwest's, i f  appl icable , and establ ishes systems and processes to order
various Qwest products. Per the MTP Section 7.2 and the TSD Section 6.1, the
evaluation examined:

Methods and procedures establ ished by Qwest for a CLEC to become a Qwest
wholesale  customer
Documentation regarding CLEC account establ ishment accessible to CLECs via
web, hard copy, public documents obtainable through the state commission, etc.
The Qwest CLEC account management organization, including i ts processes,
procedures, and personnel
The CLECs' experiences with the account management organization

In order for CGE&Y to arrive at conclusions about the above topics, its f irst task was to
send questionnaires l  to CLECs with customers in Arizona or that intended to establish
service there. These questionnaires asked the CLECs to relate their experiences in
deal ing with Qwest throughout al l  phases of the account establishment process, using
questions set forth in CGE&Y's TSD.

CGE&Y then conducted formal interviews52 with personnel from Qwest representing
each of the functional areas involved in the process. These interviews were conducted
on the basis of  questions and objectives outl ined in CGE&Y's TSD. Additional ly ,
informal interviews were conducted with the CLECs throughout the evaluation process.

51 CGE&Y Archive Filet RME #1 -. CLEC Account Establishment Questionnaires
so CGE&Y Archive File: RME #2 - Qwest Personnel Interviews
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Final ly , CGE&Y undertook a comprehensive review of al l  documentation avai lable to
CLECs regarding the account establ ishment process. This documentation was obtained
from Qwest 's wholesale  websi te ," f rom the  Pseudo-CLEC (HPC l2-Step CLEC
Process Report), and ordered through Qwest's technical  publications vendor (technical
publ ications were later avai lable  from the Qwest wholesale  website).  The
documentation was evaluated for the fol lowing:

> Organization
> Availability
> Accuracy
> Clarity
> Completeness
> Usefulness

5.1 .1 Questionnaires

Questionnaires regarding the Qwest account establishment process were sent to
all  of the CLECs that participate in the Qwest CLEC Forum, and those that
actively partic ipate in the Arizona 271 Test Advisory Group (TAG), including
the Pseudo-CLEC. Formal responses were rece ived from only seven CLECs,
although informal responses were received via te lephone cal ls and e-mails
throughout the evaluation process. Most respondents could only give general
answers to the questions posed in the questionnaires due to the length of time
that had elapsed since they had completed their account establishment process.

Questionnaire responses general ly agreed with the results of the overal l
evaluation. Specif ical ly , partic ipants fe lt that the process, as i t has evolved, is
general ly good. They felt that the initial  negotiation process is a bit
cumbersome at times, and that the associated documentation did not always
provide the answers that they are looldng for. However, al l  respondents were in
general  agreement that the account management staff , while at times
overworked, is competent and general ly seems to be an advocate for the CLECs.

The relevant points highlighted by the questionnaires are summarized below:

The smaller CLECs that "opted into" existing interconnection agreements
found the process to be relatively easy compared with negotiating their own
agreements.
The larger CLECs that negotiated their own interconnection agreements
from scratch, "paving the way," so to speak, for the smaller CLECs agreed
that the process was long and painful . One medium-size CLEC that
attempted to negotiate its own agreement was stymied in its effort and ended
up opting into an existing agreement just to get into the market.
All  respondents found numerous problems with Qwest's wholesale website .
They pointed out problems related to rnissing information, inconsistent and
conflicting information, and difficulty navigating the site .

\

sohttp://www/qwesLcom/wholesa1e/pcat/interconnection.html and http://www.qwest.com/wholesale/pcat/resale.htmI
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5.1.2 Interviews

CGE&Y conducted interviews with Qwest personnel responsible for the CLEC
account establishment process. The interviews covered the following functions:

> Interconnection agreement negotiation
> Account management assignment
> Network interconnection

Interconnection Agreement Negotiation

Qwest personnel presented an overview of the process by which a CLEC
initially contacts Qwest and negotiates an interconnection agreement. Options
available to CLECs when negotiating an interconnection agreement are:

a) Negotiating an agreement from scratch
b) "Opting Into" an already approved interconnection agreement between

Qwest and another CLEC
c) Using Qwest's Statement of Generally Acceptable Terms (SGAT) as a

"model" or template for an interconnection agreement

They indicated that approximately 80 percent of CLECs opt into an agreement
rather that pursuing the other two options.

CLECs can begin many processes, including the interconnection negotiation
process, before state certification inComplete. While it is clearly stated on the
Qwest wholesale website that a CLEC must be certified by the state commission
before it can provide service, it is not stated that a CLEC can begin the account
establishment process before state certification is complete.

Account Management Assignment

CGE&Y interviewed several Qwest account managers:54 managers of a large
account (WorldCom), medium-size accounts, and small accounts. Additionally,
CGE&Y interviewed the individual in charge of the account management
function, who is responsible for assigning account managers to accounts. These
personnel described the account management assignment process as well as the
initial responsibilities of an account manager. Although the processes involved
for the management of large CLECs differ somewhat from those of a small
CLEC, most processes are substantially the same.

The main points made during the interview were as follows :

Qwest account managers are selected in part by virtue of their breadth of
experience within the Qwest business. A11 of the account managers CGE&Y
interviewed had been with the company at least 10 years.

54CGE&Y Archive File: RME #3 - Qwest Account Manager Interview
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An account manager's workload is dependent on the size of the accounts
he/she manages.
The most important thing the account manager does during the initial
meetings is to help the CLEC complete the CLEC customer questionnaire, a
copy of which is avai lable on the Qwest wholesale website .
During the initial  account team interview, the account manager wil l  ask the
CLEC about its business plan, what business segment it plans to f it into,
what types of services it intends to offer and in what geographic a r e a s . The
account manager wil l  point the CLEC to the appropriate Qwest wholesale
website  addresses.
The account manager wil l  also, at these early meetings, determine bi l l ing
arrangements, media, etc . At this point, the account manager wil l  connect
the CLEC with another Qwest representative to work on bil l ing interfaces.
During the initial  account establ ishment meetings, CLECs are asked to
provide forecasts of order volumes to determine what processing center
they'l l  be assigned to, and to help Qwest determine staff ing levels in those
centers. .
Large accounts are  assigned more than one account manager. The managers
assigned to a large account are often divided to handle the different
geographical  regions in which the CLEC does business.
The Qwest account managers for large CLECs spend far less time in these
initial  meetings on things l ike guiding the CLEC through the questionnaire
process, account set-up, etc.

Network Interconnection

One of the most important steps in the account establishment process for
facilities-based can'iers is the network intercomlection process. This primarily
consists of completing the collocation application and build-out process,
ordering entrance facilities, Interconnect Distribution Frame (ICDF) cables, and
other corollary collocation products, and forecasting for interconnection trunks .
The Qwest State Interconnection Managers (SICMs) assist the CLEC during this
process, and act as an extension of the account management team.

CGE&Y had the opportunity to interview the SICM for Arizona, as well as the
overall manager of SICMs.55 The interview brought out the following points:

SICMs function as an extension of the account management team.
They specif ical ly  handle in-depth technical  issues surrounding the physical
interconnection of CLEC-Incumbent Local  Exchange Canter (ILEC)
faci l i ties.
They act as the single point-of-contact for CLECs for al l  issues regarding
ILEC Central  Office (CO) security , access, badges, and operating procedures

55 CGE&Y Archive File: RME #2 - Qwest State Interconnection Manager Interview
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•

When a CLEC makes a collocation application and Qwest determines that
sufficient floor space in the CO is not available, it is the SICM'sjob to
physically tour the facility to verify the space-exhaust condition before the
notification letter is sent to the CLEC.
When a CLEC receives a space-exhaust notification letter in response to the
collocation application and wants to dispute it, the CLEC will coordinate
with the SICM if it wants to tour the facility. .
There are currently nine SICMs. Each is responsible for a state or region.
Each is resident in the region for which he/she is responsible.

The average level of engineering and other telecommunications experience
of each of the nine SICMs is currently about 30 years.
SICMs are very actively involved in the product definition process,
primarily in helping to determine the technical feasibility of the proposed
product.
Following the introduction of new network products to the CLEC
community, the SICMs are the focal point for technical questions from the
CLECs regarding the products.

f

5.1.3 Documentation

CGE&Y conducted a review of all documentation related to account
establishment. The primary source of this information was the Qwest wholesale
website, where CLECs are directed by Qwest to obtain much of their needed
information. Within Qwest's wholesale website, CGE&Y also reviewed the
guide containing all product information for prospective CLECs, which is the
PCAT. CGE&Y also obtained information from the Pseudo-CLEC, from
Qwest's technical publications vendor (technical publications were later
available for download directly from Qwest's wholesale website), and through
the infonnation request process set up by the Arizona 271 TAG.

CGE&Y examined every document available in the PCAT several times and
conducted several overall reviews of the Wholesale website. CGE&Y identified
Several consistent weaknesses throughout Qwest's documentation and issued
several IWis, which are outlined below. During the course of the evaluation,
substantial changes were made to the look, feel, and content of the Qwest
website overall, and to the PCAT in particular. As a result of these changes, the
IWis were closed. During subsequent reviews of the PCAT and Wholesale
website other issues were uncovered and additional IWis issued. Once Qwest
remediated the problems outlined in the IWis arid CGE8cY verified the
corrective actions, these IWis were likewise closed.

The documentation relating to account establishment initially varied from very
good to very inadequate. The main weaknesses encountered were :

•

•

•

Lack of organization
Lack of a consistent style
Out-of-date information
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No recognizable process for review and update of information

During the face-to-face interviews, Qwest personnel indicated that there was no
central point of responsibility for the information contained in the PCAT, or any
other web content, nor was there any formal change management process for
these documents. At the time the Relationship Management Evaluation began,
there was a web group that oversaw certain stylistic matters. Likewise, Qwest's
legal department reviewed certain content to make sure the information was
accurate or at least did not violate any regulatory guidelines. Each subject, be it
a product, process, etc., was written by its individual business owner and posted
to the Wholesale website with little further review. This root cause resulted in
all of the effects described in the paragraphs that follow. ,

The lack of organization mentioned above referee to the manner in which the
website was designed, and includes navigability and overall page layout. Many
of the pages were not designed in a logical, consistent, or user-friendly manner.
The information contained on the pages was not cross-referenced (hyperlinked)
in an efficient manner, making the navigation of the pages a hit-or-miss process.

The information also suffered from the lack of a consistent style. This lack of
consistent style was most evident in the product descriptions contained within
the PCAT. These product descriptions are of utmost importance to a CLEC
when deciding which products to offer and how to structure its own internal
systems to be able to offer them. Without a single editing authority for all
product descriptions, the infonnation wasn't presented in a consistent manner.

For instance, many product descriptions have consistent headings (e.g., Basic
Product Features, Pricing, Installation Intervals) while many do not.
Descriptions of some very technical products (e.g., Resale Centrex) contain only
basic information, while other relatively simple products (e.g., Resale
Residential Exchange Service) are described in great detail.

Some of the information contained in the PCAT and the rest of the Wholesale
website, particularly pages containing "perishable" information, such as those
containing contact names and telephone numbers, appeared to be out of date .
When CGE&Y first began reviewing this documentation, almost every page had
the date the information was last reviewed. In many cases, that date was more
than two years old. In almost no case, except for the descriptions of some newer
products, was the review date any more recent than February of1999.

During the summer of 2000, after CGE&Y began its evaluation, Qwest
completely re-designed its website. The look of the information after the re-
design was completely different. Re-examination of the information, however,
revealed that the content of the pages had not changed atoll. Textual editing
was evident on some pages, and the format had been changed throughout. The
actual content, however, was the same except that Qwest had now simply
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removed al l  review dates from the pages. This made i t impossible to determine
whether the information had been reviewed or not.

During its interview with Qwest's CLEC account management personnel,
CGE8cY asked if there was a consistent process by which information contained
on the wholesale website, and particularly in the PCAT, was reviewed and
updated. This was asked as a follow-up tithe question already mentioned
above about the existence of a central editing authority for web information.
Qwest responded that each content owner was responsible for updating his or
her own information when it changed and that there was no written policy on the
matter.

Qwest undertook yet another comprehensive update of i ts wholesale website
during the evaluation period, releasing it to customers at the end of January
2001. As with previous updates to thewebsi te ,  the  changes were  large ly
concentrated in the user interface and the overall organization of the site.

However, there was a great deal  of new content added. A large number of new
documents were added, and some new content and cross-references were added
to existing documents. It must be noted, however, that although new portions
were a d d e d  t o existing documents, the existing information contained therein
was not altered. As a result, the Maj rarity of the discrepancies found in the
documents remained.

Beginning in February 2001, Qwest formed an internal group specifically
responsible for the content and quality of the Qwest wholesale website.
Beginning in March 2001 , Qwest began yet another review of its wholesale
website and this time made substantial changes to its content. The results of the
formation of this new internal group and its review of the Wholesale website
were evident to the end-user. The website began to take on a much more unified
look, Most of the outdated content was removed, and the majority of the existing
content was updated and expanded.

As Qwest improved the qual i ty  of i ts Wholesale website , the company was
apparently try ing to accommodate content from Qwest's former data-related
business. As a result,  traditional  wholesale  products from Qwest's former
wholesale business were being mixed with interconnection products from its
ILEC wholesale  business. While  i t makes sense to have al l  wholesale  products
on the same website, the inclusion of al l  wholesale products l isted under the
heading "Interconnection" was confusing.

i

Between March and November 2001, Qwest made several  more ref inements to
its website . The site is much easier to navigate now, and new and updated
information is added to the site regularly . The most helpful improvement made
by Qwest during this period was thorough hyperl inking added throughout the
site, so that the reader can easi ly navigate to needed documents without having
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1064 ClosedThe Wholesale website details a 5-step
process for Facility-based CLECs and
a l2-step process for resellers. The
following findings were made
regarding this process.

•

•

•

Most of the steps in the Reseller
process are also applicable to
facility-based CLECs. These
steps for facilities-based carriers
are either omitted, or several steps
are combined into a single step.
The collateral CGE&Y received
directly from the account
managers contained the same
essential information as that
available on the internet, but in a
much more easy-to-understand
format. The information
contained on the website should
be modified to match the
collateral so that it would be
easier to follow. The information
could thence downloaded and
printed off the internet and it
would no longer be necessary for
Qwest to provide it in the new
format at meetings with CLECs.
Step #3 of the Reseller process
reads, in part, " .Additional
facilities would have been

Qwest Wholesale Marketing
Communications updated the
"Getting Started" URL
(httD://www.qwest.com/whol
esale/clecs/index.html)
section of the Wholesale
Markets web page to arrange
the section into a more easy
to understand format.
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to search for them. In mid-October 2001, the non-Interconnect products that had
previously been listed along with the Interconnect products were removed from
the Interconnect products list. All remaining out-dated product descriptions
were updated.

On a going-forward basis, much of the content of the PCAT and other areas of
the Wholesale website will fall under the aegis of Qwest's CMP. Under this
arrangement, Qwest must submit proposed changes to agreed upon content types
and allow CLECs to provide comments on these changes. Currently, an issue is
being negotiated whereby CLECs would have an avenue to block the
introduction of a new product or change to an existing product pending the
determination of a state commission or third party arbitrator.

The following table lists all IWis related te QWest's CLEC account
establishment or product documentation issued by CGE&Y or the Pseudo-
CLEC during the Arizona 271 OSS Test.
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IW() # Description 4Resolution
»

»

Status

determined as you and your
account manager completed the
New Customer Questionnaire..."
None of the previous steps,
however, detail how to go about
requesting or receiving an account
manager from Qwest.

• Existing Step #12 should be made
Step #1 l, and Step #ll moved
down the list to #12,

1086 Varlous minor discrepancies were
noted in reviewing the Resale and
Interconnection Product Descriptions
(PDs) available to CLECs on the
Qwest Wholesale website.

General Comments:

The Qwest Wholesale website
appeared to be in the process of
merging documents from Qwest's
former wholesale business with the
interconnect (CLEC) products of the
former U S WEST. While it was
understood that this site may have
been a "work in progress," it was
somewhat confusing. Specifically, a
facilities-based CLEC looking for
Interconnect (i.e. unbundled) products
on this site clicks on a link called
"Interconnection" under a menu titled
"Products & Services." Once there,
however, the list of products contained
a mixture of true Interconnection
products and regular wholesale
products, such as Qwest sold before its
merger with U S WEST.

The PDs themselves were inconsistent
in their style and content. For
instance, many of them contained
similar subheadings for content such
as "How This Product Works," "How
To Order This Product," and
"Pricing" Many, however, had some
but not all of these, some had many
more additional ones, and some had
none at all. Also, the majority of PDs
had a consistent hypertext navigation
frame on the left side of each page to
ease navigation between different PDs
in the series. Quite a few of the newer
PDs, however, did not contain this

Qwest reviewed the findings
in AZIW01086 and
concurred that the website
was a "work in progress." In
order to address the concerns
raised, Qwest implemented
several changes to the means
by which it shall review and
communicate information
necessary for CLECs to
conduct business with Qwest.

Ar the time the observation
was issued, the Qwest
Wholesale website was
undergoing significant
changes as a result of the U S
WEST and Qwest merger.
All documentation and
format changes were not in
place as of the specified date
contained within the
observation.

Since the time of the
observation issuance Qwest
has updated the PCAT to
ensure the most current
information is contained
and/or to identify for the
reader if a page or content
information is in the process
of changing. Qwest has
undertaken a separate internal
audit of the PCAT to ensure
necessary changes, as per the
discrepancies noted in this
observation and as a result of
Qwests own internal audit,
have been made or will be
made on or before April 10,
2001 .

Closed
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frame, and instead had a smaller
navigation frame for navigation within
the document itself Finally, many
documents contained a "Date Las!
Updated" entry while many did not.
For those that had such a date, many
had not been changed in more than a
year (A list of representative
documents was attached to this IWO)

CGE&Y verified that the
Chdng¢s were made.

Qwest will reinforce process
work and focus on content
quality, content delivery and
content accessibility via the
qwest.com/wholesale
website.

CGE&Y has observed that
Qwest has applied quality
and content improvements to
the wholesale websrtc.

A process control tool is
being designed that will
identify quality control issues
related to site maintenance.
When site management
parameters for any given
URL are outside normal
limits, Qwest Wholesale will
have the tool to automatically
identify the location of
concern and assess a remedy.
As an example, site
maintenance issues would
include broken links, page
download durations and old
page identifiers (this would
be pages that have not been
update in a specified period
of weeks/months).

1065 The Wholesate website contained a
process for the CLEC to follow and
the form for the CLEC to submit when
requesting new services (the New
Services Request Application).

Exceptions:

• The documentation stated,
"Specific requirements and
timeframes for evaluating your
request are based on applicable
legal or regulatory requirements,
and will be identified upon receipt
of the completed request
application form." The
documentation did not, however,
state a timeframe during which

Outlined below are revisions
to the Qwest IRRG now
referred to as the Product
Catalogue or Wholesate
website. Qwest believes
these changes should
minimize confusion
regarding various Service
Request options available to
Wholesale customers and
should answer the questions
raised by this IWO.

•

•

The existing section
called ONA New Service
Request Form was
removed.
The existing sections

Closed
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•

•

•

Qwest would inform the CLEC of
receipt of the application nor who
would be contacting the CLEC.
The website contained three
separate processes for making a
request for new products and
services
The Special Request (SR)
Process/New Services Request
Application
The Bona Fide Request (BFR)
Process/New Services Request
Application
The Open Network Architecture
(ONA) New Services Request
Application
It was not clear which of the three
processes above a CLEC should
use for their request. The stated
purposes for the three,
respectively, were:
SR Process: "...to receive and
analyze requests from co-
providers for new Iosal
interconnection and/or unbundled
network elements that do not
require a techniealfeasibzlily
analysis." (Italics added)
BFR Process: "...to receive and
analyze requests from wholesale
local markets customers for new
local interconnection and/or
unbundled network elements."
ONA Process: "...to evaluate
your request for interconnection
or access to unbundled network
elements."
From the above, it could be
deduced that a CLEC was to use
the SR process for requests that
did not require a technical
feasibility analysis, and the BFR
process for those that did.
However, the verbiage about the
technical feasibility was only
contained in the SR process
description and not in the BFR
description. The SR process, in
fact, stated clearly that a CLEC
must use the BFR process for
requests requiring technical
analysis and even provided a link
to the BFR page. The BFR page,

•

•

•

under Pre-Ordering
Information called Bona
Fide Request (BFR)
Process and Special
Request (SR) Process
were re-written to be
easier to understand
when accessed by
CLECs
One category, called
New Request Processes,
is now shown under the
Pre-Ordering
Information section.
An introductory section
under that category
identifies and explains
the two options (BFR
and SR) available to co-
providers under New
Request Processes, and
gives examples of when
to use each option.
Language informs the
co-provider how to
submit the request, and
clarifies who will contact
the co-provider after
Qwest has received the
request.
Application forms for
each process are
available for download
from the New Request
Process section.
Links to URLs for
Interconnection
Agreement and SGAT
templates are offered, so
potential co-providers
can easily see additional
details regarding each
process. However, it is
clearly stated that
timeframes (or other
conditions) in existing,
approved agreements
may vary by state, and
that CLECs may wish to
review their contract
prior to submitting a
request.
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•

on the other hand, said nothing at
all about the other two processes
and nothing about it being only
for those requests requiring
technical analysis.
The third process, the ONA New
Service Request Process, gave no
indication whatsoever of its
relation, if any, to the other two
processes. In fact there was no
indication, apart from the text
quoted above, describing what
this request was even used for

The SR Process included timeframes
for responding to the request, the other
two, however, did not.

These changes were m place
by February 28, 2001. A
notice advxslng of this new
infonnatlon was sent to each
CLEC.

1131 Qwest provided the Pseudo-CLEC
some documents that were not
complete, or usable from the web
page.

These issues were presented
to the Qwest account
manager through the normal
CLEC process, and were
resolved by March 24, 2000.

Closed

1135 The section of the Qwest wholesale
website containing instructions on
business procedures for Interconnect
(i.e. CLEC) customers contains a page
called "Manual Interfaces." This page
can be found at the following URL:
http: www.qwest.com/wholesale clew

Qwest acknowledged that the
manual interfaces website
contained some information
applicable to both manual
forms and mechanized
interfaces.

Qwest addressed the
documentation issues raised
in this IWO as part of its
product documentation
update process, including
changes to its documentation
regarding general Pre-
Ordering, Ordering and
LSOG forms. New pre-
ordering and ordering
procedures were posted to the
Qwest Wholesale website
and available to CLECs on
July 27, 200] The new
Qwest specific LSOG
documentation, which
identifies Qwest specific
variances from the current
ATIS LSOG 3, was posted to
the Qwest Wholesale web
site and available to CLECs
on August 30, 2001. The
information in the revised

Cl os e d

s manualinterfaces.html

The intent of this IWO was to bang to
Qwest's attention some inaccuracies
contained within this document.
These are summarized as follows:

•

•

Although the document was titled
"Manual Interfaces," the
document actually referred to both
manual forms (e.g., LSR, End
User, etc.) and mechanized
interfaces such as EDI and MA
equally.
The information did not appear to
have been updated since 1997,
while the website itself had been
updated repeatedly, as recently as
06 02 01 .

This document contained a wealth of
information very valuable to CLECs
that did not intrinsically have anything
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to do wlth "Manual Interfaces." By
putting thls information under such a
heading, it could have been easily
overlooked by a CLEC.

product documentation and
the LSOG includes some of
the content contained in the
manual interfaces URL
identified in this IWO. These
efforts remedied the
documentation issue raised in
this IWO

1170 The website has undergone several
major modifications since
AZIW01086 was closed and, in
general, is much better organized,
easier to navigate, and contains up-to-
date information.

The following minor errors were
found:

I

Letter of Authorization: When you
select the "Proof of
Authorization/Letter of Agency
(LOA)" option from the "View
Business Procedures" drop down
located at
ht 1 www.qwest.com/wholesale Dcat/

Qwest has deleted the
information on this webpage
and replaced it with links
guiding CLECs to the
relocated, pertinent
information. Appropriate
notification was sent via a
CMP notification to the
CLECs by September 28,
2001 .

Closed

intercormectlonhtml or
https/ www.qwest.com/wholesale peat
resale.htrnl, the page that came up was
the correct one
(http: www.qwest.com/wholesale Dre
order inde'<.htmi ). However, when
you select the the "Proof of
Authorization/Letter of Agency
(LOA)" option from the navigation bar
located on the left-hand side of the
screen on all of the individual PCATs
(product descriptions), the browser
attempted to Lind the page located at
http: www.qwest.com/wholesale Dreo
Eder loa.html. There was no page
located at this URL and an error
message was received. Screen prints
were provided.

1176 The following observation was made
during CGE&Y's interview of
Qwest's CLEC Account Management
personnel.

Qwest's CLEC Account Managers
said that CLECs can begin many
processes, including the

Qwest has included a
statement on the CLEC
Checklist indicating that
many of the processes
outlined can be perfonned in
parallel with one another, and
started prior to Certification,
including beginning

Closed
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before state certification is complete.
While it was clearly stated on the
Qwest wholesale website that a CLEC
must be certified by the state
commission before it can provide
service, it was not stated that a CLEC
can begin the account establishment
process before state certification is
complete.

interconnection negotiation.
Qwest updated CLEC
Checklist on the website by
September 28, 200] .

1177 The following observation was made
during CGE&Y's review of the
Arizona SGAT found at the following
web address:

http: we w.qwest.coin about polio) Ag
Ats I#arizona

The section within the SGAT dealing
with service performance gave the
general categories in which
performance is measured and reported,
but did not give any detailed
information about the specific
measures involved (i.e., what kinds of
triggers are used within the databases
to capture time and date related
information).

Qwest has documented PIDs
for Arizona and placed links
to filed SGATs on the web
page for CLEC access. The
PIDS explain the performance
measures and the Hled
SGATs can be obtained
through the website.

Qwest has addressed the
issues contained in this IWO
and provided clarification on
where information can be
found.

C l os e d

1178 The Wholesate website contains a list
of Reject Reasons at the following
URL:

http: www.qwest.com/wholesale/clec
s/orderprocess.html

The page did not explain if the list is
complete, nor did it inform the CLEC
what steps to take to rectify the reject.

Qwest has a new General
Product Catalogue (PCAT).
The first phase ofPCAT was
released on July 27th, 200 l
(the URL is
http:/ www.qwest.com/whole
sale oleos ordennghtrnl).
The General Order and
Provisioning sections of the
PCATs outline a detailed list
of possible reject reasons and
informs the CLEC about
what steps are necessary to
rectify the reject. CLECs
should go to the section
identified under the heading
"Editing Errors and
Rejections" for the
information cited in this
IWO. Notice of changes to
the Qwest web site was
provided to CLECs in July of
this year.

Qwest has addressed the

Closed
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issues contained in thls IWO
and provided clarification on
where information can be
found.

1179 The Service Interval Guide (SIG) did
not give any indication of FOC
intervals for orders issued through
Mediated Access.

Further, the SIG made no mention of
the ordering method assumed (i.e.,
manual ordering) when giving Firm
Order Confirmation (FOC) intervals,
leaving it to the reader to infer it from
the material presented.

On August 1°', 2001, Qwest
modified the SIG to indicate
that the "Firm Order
Completion (FOC) interval is
based on the assumption that
the request is submitted
electronically via MA. An
additional 24 hours is added
to the interval if the request is
submitted via HIS (Faxed).

Qwest has addressed the
issues contained in this IWO
and made the appropriate
changes to Service Interval
Guide.

Closed

1180 The Wholesale website located at
http: www.qwest.com/wholesale oleo
s electronicaccesshtml provides
instructions for CLECs to follow to
gain OSS access and gives
connectivity options. The forms
required are outlined and provided for
the CLEC to submit to the account
fI1dI1ag€1'.

Exception:

Timelines were listed for every
connection method

This difference was noted by
Qwest and was corrected on
8 28 01. The Dedicated
Access and Dial up methods
did provide a tlmeframe for
set up installation, however,
the timeframe for Digital
Certificate was omitted.
This information was added
to the Electronic Access
website on 8 28 01.
Appropriate notification was
sent via the CMP to the
CLECs on 8/28 01 .

Qwest has addressed the
issues contained in this IWO
and made the appropriate
updates to the Electronic
Access website.

Cl os e d

1196 The followingResalePCATs
appeared to be out of date:

I

The PCAT for Resale Voice
Messaging Service located at
ht :/ www.qwest.com/wholesale/pcat/

CGE&Y has verified that all
of the problems noted have
been fixed on Qwest's
wholesale website.

C l os e d

vms.html, and the PCAT for Central
Office Automatic Call Distribution
located at
http: Iwww.qwest.com/wholesale peat/
coacd.html appeared to be out of date,
The last review date for these web
pages was 06 23 01 and the pages
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were not in the same format as the
other Qwest Resale PCATs.

The following Interconnection
PCATs appeared to be out of date:

The PCAT for Dedicated Internet
Access located at
http: www.qwest.co1n/wholesale Drat/
dia.htmI

The PCAT for Domestlc ATM located
at
http: www.qwest.con1/wholesale neat
data html

a

The PCAT for Interim Number
Porlabllity located at
ht : Iwww.awest.com/wholesale DcaU
imp html

The PCAT for Toll-Free Origination
located at
http: www.qwest com/wholesale Do<\t
dtfo html

The PCAT for Electronic Directory
Assistance located at
http: www qwest.com/wholesale peat/
qsearch.html

o

The PCAT for DS-1 located at
ht : /www c1west.com/wholesale Dcat
del ,html

The PCAT for DS-3 located at
http:/ www.c1west,com/wholesale Drat/
ds3.htrnl

The PCAT for Private Line located at
http: www.qwest.com/wholesale/pcat/
privateline html

Most of these Interconnect PCATs
appeared to not be Facilities-Based
CLEC products at all but rather
wholesale products previously offered
by the "legacy Qwest" organization,
Additionally, there was no explanation
provided on the introductory page to
Interconnection products
( p: www.qwest.com/wholesale ca
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t 1nterconnection.html) as to whether
the products listed are for CLECs or
general wholesale customers. In fact,
the explanation provided on the
aforementioned page left the reader
with the impression that all the
products listed were for CLECs only.
As such, it would be confusing for a
CLEC to find the above-listed
products under the pull-down menu on
this page.

KA 4 Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Pseudo-CLEC Experience

The following summary is based upon the final report of the CLEC account
establishment process given by High Performance Communications (HPC), the
Pseudo-CLEC for the Arizona 271 evaluation, and upon an interview of HPC
conducted by CGE&Y in June of 2000. This report was released in its entirety
to the Arizona TAG in May 2001. Given that HPC conducted its account
establishment activities in late 1999 and early 2000, it is important to note that
much of the information and process provided by Qwest at that time has since
been updated arid improved.

HPC started the interconnection negotiation process on November 19, 1999.
Using Qwest's "Model Interconnection Agreement" as a basis, HPC was able to
approve and sign its Interconnection Agreement on January 7, 2000. That .
agreement was later approved by the ACC on March l, 2000. HPC was
assigned its account manager on January 28, 2000 and held its first meeting on
February 16, 2001.

While completing the Interconnection Agreement, HPC experienced the
following issues:

It was unclear as to what the first step should be in the CLEC process. The
information from one location on Qwest's website indicated that the CLEC
should request an account manager who would then assemble a team to
assist the CLEC through the interconnection agreement negotiations. In
another location it indicated that the CLEC must negotiate an
Interconnection Agreement before it would be assigned an account manager.
HPC followed the latter for this test.

During the first negotiation session with Qwest, the negotiation team
indicated that HPC should have provided some sort of background
information before the negotiation session. HPC, on the other hand, had
asked several times if it was required to provide Qwest with any specific

Version 2.0 338



Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

information before the negotiation session. On every occasion, HPC was
told that it only needed to review the Model Interconnection Agreement and
come prepared with a l ist of questions.

• HPC tried to fax a signed Confidential i ty Agreement to Qwest seventeen
times over a f ive day period because it was given a wrong number for the
fax machine at Qwest.

HPC began discussion to establish connectivity between its OSS and Qwest's
Operations Support Systems (OSS) on February 23, 2000. This connectivity
included dial-up modern access for the IMA-GUI, and dedicated T1 lines for the
IMA-GUI and EDI applications. HPC established application-to-application
connectivity to the IMA-GUI through the dial-up on April 5, 2000 and through
the dedicated Tl Lines on May 4, 2000. HPC acquired four T1 lines from
Qwest for use with the EDI, Billing and IMA-GUI application interfaces. HPC
experienced several documentation issues with MA documents used to
establish that connectivity. All issues were resolved through the account
manager. Information on the EDI interface connectivity is covered separately in
the HPC EDI Connectivity Report.

HPC experienced the following issue in regard to establishing connectivity to
the IMA-GUI system:

The SecurID Tomi requests the user's Social Security Number and their
mother's maiden name for initial izing the card. HPC indicated to i ts account
manager that it does not wish to provide that information for privacy
reasons. While the account manager indicated that this could be dealt with,
it proved to be a challenge when HPC attempted to initial ize the SecurID
Cards. Qwest Help Desk representatives indicated that i t would need that
information to troubleshoot card issues. It took almost three months for the
account manager to provide a resolution to the issue. HPC submitted an
updated SecurID form to i ts MA system administrator on March 23, 2000.
When HPC personnel attempted to access the IMA-GUI on March 29, 2000,
they were not al lowed because the MA Help Desk had not received the new
form. It took almost two weeks for the new form to get to the MA Help
Desk so that HPC could establish its IMA-GUI accounts.

5 .1 .4 Results

The following table presents individual findings cross-referenced to objectives
listed in'CGE&Y's Arizona 271 TSD.
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Objective
Satisfied?

Source Comments

I) Is it clear whom the
CLEC should contact
to get started doing
business with Qwest?
(6.2.3.2)

Y http: www.qwest.c
om/wholesale oleos
c1ec_index.html

The Wholesate website details information for the
Initial contacts that a CLEC is to make at Qwest to
begin the account establishment process,
interconnection negotiation, account management
assignment, etc., for both facilities-based CLECs and
resellers.

2) Is the process for
becoming a Qwest
wholesale CLEC
customer clearly
presented and
explained? (6.2.3.2)

Y http: www.qwest.c
om/wholesale/clecs
clec_index.html
and
http: /www.qwest.c
om/wholesale oleos
/reseller_index.htm
l

The Wholesale website details a 5-step process for
facilities-based CLECs and a 12-step process for
resellers.

The collateral information obtained from the account
management personnel was very well constructed
and easy to follow. This infonnation has since been
incorporated into the Wholesale website

3) Are the steps for
the CLEC clearly
documented? If so, is
the information
required to complete
each step reasonable?
6.2.3.2)

Y http: /www.qwest.c
om/wholesale/clecs
clec_index.html

and
http: /www.qwest.c
om/wholesale oleos
reseller_index.htm

1

The Wholesale website details a 5-step process for
facilities-based CLECs and a 12-step process for
resellers. These step-by-step instructions also
include the Qwest contact from whom to obtain
information.

The "Getting Started Guides" for both CLECs (i.e.
facilities-based) and Resellers have been kept
current, and contain many hyperlinks to other pages
of interest and necessity.

4) Does the
documentation
provided to CLECs by
Qwest clearly
delineate the
responsibilities of the
CLEC-Qwest business
relationship? (6.2.3.2)

Y http: /www.qwest.c
om/wholesale oleos
clec_index.html
and
http://www.qwest.c
om/wholesale oleos
reseller_index.htrn
l

The Wholesale website details the 5-step process for
facilities-based CLECs and the 12-step process for
resellers These step-by-step instructions also inform
the facilities-based CLECs and resellers where to
obtain the information needed.

5) Does the startup
documentation
available to CLECs
provide adequate
contact information?
(62.32)

Y http://www.qwest.c
om/wholesale/clecs
c1ec_index.html
and
http:/ www.qwest.c
om/wholesale/clecs
reseller_index.htm

l

The Qwest Wholesale website provides sufficient
contact information for a prospective CLEC to
establish its business relationship with Qwest and
conduct ongoing business functions. Examples of
contact information provided to CLECs are Qwest
negotiation team contacts, Qwest Interconnect
Service Centers, and provisioning and repair phone
numbers for various product types.

6) Does the startup
documentation
available to CLECs
identify escalation
processes? Ipso, are
these processes
useable? (6.2.3.2)

Y http://www.qwest.c
om/wholesale oleos
exescover.html

The Wholesale website provides escalation criteria
and instructions in the section titled "Expedites and
Expectations Overview," and provides links to other
pages where contact numbers can be found. It also
provides a link to the SIG for expedites or escalations
on service orders.

The processes were found to be usable by the
Pseudo-CLEC during its conduct of the Functionality
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Test, Weaknesses in these processes were
documented in AZIW01145. This IWO has been
closed.

7) Does the startup
documentation
available to CLECs
clearly outline the
work activities
required in order to bill
IXCs for jointly
provided switch
access? (62 . 32 )

Y http: www.qwest.c
om/wholesale oleos
clec_index.html

The Wholesale website provides detailed information
on the Meet Point Billing process, applicable
regulations and guidelines, and the role of Qwest in
the process. It also provides links to the Multiple
Exchange Carrier Ordering and Design (MECOD)
and Multiple Exchange Carrier Access Billing
(MECAB) documents of the OBF.

8) Does the startup
documentation
available to CLECs
clearly outline the
responses to be
expected Hom each of
the pre-order queries?
(6.2.3.2)

Y http: \1vw\v.c\w€st.c The TSD objective for this table item was incorrectly
stated in the initial releases of this report. It is now
correct.

• The URLs listed at left adequately describe the
expected responses to pre-order queries. The
first URL is for a webpage titled "Pre-Ordering
Overview," and the second is for the pre-order
section of the MA 8.01 User Guide.

om/wholesale oleos
/preorderinghtml
and
http: /www.qwest.c
om/wholesale Dow
nloads/2001 01112
6 users_guidepreor
der_11262001 .pd

9) Does the startup
documentation
available to CLECs
clearly outline the
steps for processing
orders of various
types? (6.2.322)

Y http: www.qwest.c The URLs listed at left adequately describe the
ordering steps for the various types of products
available to CLECs. The first and second URLs are
the "home pages" of Facilities-Based CLECs and
Resellers respectively. These pages contain drop-
down menus to navigate to the product description
for each product. The third URL is for a page called
"Ordering Overview" that contains many of Qwest's
ordering processes The fourth URL is the home
page for Qwest's Local Service Ordering Guidelines
(LSOG). Finally, the fifth URL is for the Order
section of the MA 8.01 User Guide.

om/wholebale peat
intercon11ection.ht
Q

and

http: www.qwest.c
om/wholesale/pcat/
resale.html

and

http://www.qwest.c
om/wholesale oleos
/orderinghtml

and

lht ://www.qwest.c
om/wholesale oleos
Isotzhtml

and

http: www.qwest.c
om/wholesale Dow
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Comments

unloads 2001 01111
6/UsersGuideOrder
.pd

10) Does the startup
documentation
available to CLECs
thoroughly identify
and explain all reasons
for rejects? (6.2.3.2)

Y http: www.qwest.c The Wholesale website contains a list of Reject
Reasons in the "Ordering Overview" document
located at the first URL listed at left. Additionally,
the MA User Guide contains an appendix with
common error messages (see second URL at left).

om/wholesale oleos
orderinahtml

and
http: www.qwest.c
om wholesale Dow
unloads 2001 01112
8 8_0l__cLEc_co
moon_Error Mess
age_Appendix_A.p
of

11) Does the startup
documentation
available to CLECs
clearly set expectations
on service intervals for
resale and
Interconnection
services? (6.2.3.2)

Y http: www.qwest.c
om/wholesale/dow
nloads/2002/02022
2 SIG_Interconnect
1on022102ofi'icial.d
OC

The Qwest SIG is sufficient and is updated on a
regular bdsls.

12) Does the startup
documentation
available to CLECs
sufficiently document
the types of
customized bills
available for thelr use 2
(6.2 3.2)

Y
http: www.qwest.c

The Wholesale website contains a comprehensive
discussion of all available billing formats and their
application.om wholesale oleos

output.html

Ih t  : /www.qwest.c
om wholesale/clecs
/b illpercentworks he
et,htm1

http: www.qwest.c
om/wholesale clccs
/bart.htm1

https/ www.qwest.c

om/wholesale oleos
Cd s .html

http:/ www.qwest.c
om/wholesale oleos
duihtml

http:/ www.qwest.c
om/wholesale oleos
iabs.html
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TSD Objective
and Section
Reference

Objective
Satisfied?

Source Comments

http: www.qwest.c
om/wholesale oleos
taxexempt.html

13) Is Tariff(SGAT)
pricing information
made available to
CLECs? (6.2.3.2)

Y http: tariffs.uswest.
com:8000

The Wholesale website provides the CLECs with
contact lists (by state) to use to gather tariff
information. This section of the Wholesale website
also contains links to both a Qwest Tariff Library
(sorted by state) and a Qwest Tariff activity bulletin
board (viewable by date or jurisdiction (state)).

The Wholesale website also contains a Universal
Service Order Code (USOC) Search and Field
Identifier (FID) Finder that allows interactive
searching of available USO Cs and FIDs.

l4) Does the startup
documentation
available to new
CLECs clearly explain
how to report troubles,
create trouble tickets,
obtain status on
troubles, escalate and
close trouble tickets?
(6.2.3.2)

Y 0ht :/www.qwest.c The documentation provides new CLECs with the
repair center contact numbers to report troubles. The
documentation also explains what information the
repair center will need to report repair issues and
create trouble tickets, and contains the process to
obtain the status of an open trouble ticket.

om, wholesale oleos
maintenance.hlml

and

http: www.qwest.c
om/wholesale/clecs
cxescover.html

15) Does the stamp
documentation
available to CLECs
have a clear process
for misdirected repair
calls? (6.2.3.2)

Y http: www.qwest.c The Wholesale website explains that when a CLEC
end user mistakenly calls Qwest for a repair, that end
user will be given the CLEC's repair number to the
extent that Qwest has an updated list of CLEC repair
numbers.

om/wholesale oleos
maintenance.html

16) Does the startup
documentation
available to CLECs
provide repair contact
telephone numbers for
each major type of
service? If
documented, do these
include appropriate
contacts for the full
collection of services
utilized by CLECs'?
(6.2.3.2)

Y ht : www.qwest.cl The contact repair matrix includes:

-Resale Simple Res (IF)
-Resale Simple Bus (IFS)
-Resale - Complex POTS
-Resale (Designed Services)
-Unbundled Loop
-Unbundled Switch
-us Tfllnkll lg
-Unbundled Transport
-Number Portability

om/wholesale/clecs
m.untenunce.html

17) Are the calling
card and Line
Information Data
Bases (LIDB)
implications for
customers switching

Y http: www.qwest.c
om/wholesale oleos
callcardlidb.html

Qwest documentation explains that a new CLEC
must arrange a LIDB storage data contract with
Qwest, if it wishes to pursue such an option, and
informs the CLEC to contact the account manager for
additional information regarding a LIDB data storage
contract. The documentation also explains the LIDB

I 'W '
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Objective
Satisfied?

Source Comments

from Qwest to a CLEC
clearly explained?
(6.2.3.2)

implications wlth regard to Calling Cards, Collect
Calling, B111-to-Third Number Calling, and Fraud
monitoring.

18) Are the media for
receiving billing
outputs and reports
clearly defined and
accurate? (6.2.3.2)

Y http: wwv\.qwest.c The Wholesate website defines the media types that
are available. These are: CRIS Summary Bill, IABS
Summary Bill, IABS Sub Account Bill Detail, Daily
Usage Feed, Loss Report, and Completion Report.

om/wholesale oleos
cr1s.html

http' /www.qwest.c
om/wholesale oleos
duf.htmI

http" www.qwest.c
om/wholesale oleos
i<1bs.html

19) Does the startup
documentation
available to CLECs
provide processes
allowing the CLEC to
escalate issues in the
event Qwest doesn't
respond appropriately
to CLEC needs?

(6.2.3.2)

Y http: www.qwest.c
om/wholesale oleos
complainthtml

The Wholesale website contains the forma]
complaint process for the CLECs to follow in the
event that a complaint or issue has not been resolved
by the responsible Qwest department in a satisfactory
manner.

20) Does the
documentation
available to CLECs
provide clear tax
exemption
information? (6.2.3.2)

Y http: www.qwest.c
om/wholesale oleos
taxexempthtml

The Wholesale website clearly states that it is the
CLEC's responsibility to claim any exemption. The
Wholesale website further details what forms are
required to be submitted to Qwest for both federal
and state exemption.

21) Does the
documentation
available to CLECs
provide a clear
explanation of the
interfaces available to
the CLEC for OSS
functions? (6.2.3.2)

Y http: www.qwest.c
om/wholesale oleos
electronicaccessht

ml

The Wholesale website explains options for the
CLEC to interface with Qwest OSS. The options are
via Fax or MA for pre-order, order and post-order
activities, and via Customer Electronic Maintenance
and Repair (CEMR) and EB-TA for maintenance and
repair. The electronic connection options available
to CLECs are dial-up, direct connect via a dedicated
circuit, and through web access.

This page has been updated to reflect the most
current information, and now also contains forms for
a CLEC to request access to the various interfaces.

22) Does the
documentation
available to CLECs
provide detailed
information as to the
means available for
OSS access, available
data files, and
connectivity options?

Y http: /www.qwest.c The Wholesale website provides instructions for
CLECs to follow to gain OSS access and gives
connectivity options. The forms required are
outlined and provided for the CLEC to submit to the
account manager.

om wholesale oleos
electronicaccessht
4
and

http: www.qwest.c
om wholesale Dow
unloads 2001 01111

\
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Objective
Satisfied?

Solll'c€ Comments

Is the method for
ordering each clearly
explained, and are the
timeframes listed for
acquiring each type of
access options?
(6.2.3.2)

6 801 Connection
Guide.pdf

and

http: www.qwest.c
om/wholesale Dow
unloads 2001 01111
0/IMAEDIImpleme
ntat1onGuidehnes7.
doc

23) Does the
documentation
available to CLECs
clearly identify
Qwest's SS7
certification
requirements?
(6.2.3.2)

Y http: www.qwest.c
om/wholesale peat
ccsacss7.html

The Wholesale website provides the worksheets the
CLEC must use to prove compliance and
compatibility with network standards, The
worksheets contain the criteria the CLEC switch
must meet to gain SS7 certification.

24) Does the
documentation
available to CLECs
clearly identify the
Qwest directory listing
options available to
CLECs including the
features and
functionality that can
be made available to
CLEC customers? Are
the changes, if any, for
these services clearly
explained? (6.2.3.2)

Y http: www.qwest.c
om/wholesale peat
whitepagedirlistht
ml

The Wholesale website details the options that a
CLEC has for directory listings. The section
explains what the CLECs responsibilities are for its
customers' directory listings.

25) Does the
documentation
available to CLECs
contain a process
allowing CLECs to
request new services?
Is the process for
requesting the new
services clear and are
the steps required and
timeframes for
response clearly
delineated? (6.2.3.2)

Y http: /www.qwest.c
om/wholesale prior
der/bfrsrprocess.ht
ml

The Wholesale website contains a process for the
CLEC to follow and the form for the CLEC to submit
when requesting new services (the New Services
Request Application).
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Objective
Satisfied?

Source
¢

~~»@

s

Comments

26) Does the
documentation
available to CLECs
contain clear
information and rules
for the handling of
long distance carrier
information Primary
Interexchange
Carrier Local Primary
Interexchange Carrier
(PlC LPIC) changes?
(6.2.3.2)

Y http: www.qwest.c
om/wholesale prior
Der ldselect1on.html

The Wholesale website clearly states that only
PlC LPIC changes initiated by the CLEC on behalf
of the end-user will be processed. Qwest will reject
any PIC/LPIC changes by Interexchange Carriers
(IXCs) on CLEC accounts.

27) Does the
documentation
available to CLECs
contain appropriate
rules for handling
customer switches
from CLEC to CLEC?
(6.2.3.2)

Y http: /www.qwest c
om/wholesale/clecs
/migrateconvertht

ml

The Wholesale website informs the CLEC of its
responsibility for obtaining all information needed to
process the disconnect order and re-establish the
service on behalf of the end user. The documentation
also provides instructions for the CLEC to follow in
order to resolve disputes (e.g., slamming).

28) Does the
documentation
available to CLECs
contain detailed
information regarding
the products available
for resale? (6.2.3.2)

Y Iht :/ www.qwest.c The Qwest Product Catalog has been continuously
improved during the course of this evaluation, and all
outstanding IWis regarding the Product
documentation have been closed.

om/wholesale peat
resalehtml
and

Ih t  : /www.qwest.c
om wholesale peat
interconnectionht
ml

29) Does the
documentation
available to CLECs
contain detailed
information about
Qwest Performance
Measurement system?
(62.32)

Y http://www.qwest c
om/about/policy so
Ats/#arizona

The SGAT contains language relating to monthly
service performance reporting, and each CLEC is
free to negotiate whatever modifications to the
SGAT language it wishes. Additionally, the Arizona
PID has been published and is available to interested
parties.

30) Does the
documentation
available to CLECs
contain detailed
information about the
Qwest CICMP?
(6.2.3.2)

Y http: www.qwest.c
om/wholesale/cicm
p/index.html

TheCICMP website contains a full explanation of
the CICMP process.

See Section 5 6 of this document for CICMP
information.

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

5.2 CLEC Account Management

The CLEC account management evaluation included an examination of the published
and actual methods and procedures provided by Qwest for managing on-going business
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relationships with the CLECs. Per Section 7.2 of the MTP and Section 6.1 of the TSD,
the evaluation examined:

r

The timeliness, accuracy, and completeness of Qwest responses to account
inquiries
The timeliness and responsiveness of help desk cal l  processing
The appropriateness and methods applied to help desk cal l  c losures
The frequency and appropriateness of problem escalation efforts that are taken in
response to CLEC inquiries
The reasonableness of forecasting requests and the extent to which forecast
information iS applied by Qwest into its various planning activities
Communications avenues that are made avai lable to CLECs by Qwest, and the
extent that these are effective

Activities

The activities performed in conducting the CLEC account management evaluation
included:

Gathering of Qwest CLEC help desk, forecasting, communications, and other
account management process documentation ,
Review and evaluation of the account documentation provided by Qwest
Interviews of Qwest personnel
Distribution of questionnaires to participating cLEcs56
Documentation of observations

5 .2 .1 Questionnaires

Questionnaires regarding Qwest account management were sent to al l  of the
CLECs that participate in the Qwest CLEC Forum, and those that actively
partic ipate in the Arizona 271 TAG, including the Pseudo-CLEC. Formal
responses were received from only seven CLECs, although informal responses
were received via telephone calls and e-mails throughout the evaluation process .

Questionnaire responses general ly agreed with the results of the overal l
evaluation. Specif ical ly , partic ipants feel  that the process as i t has evolved is
general ly  good, with some weak areas.

(

The relevant points highlighted by the questionnaires are summarized below:

Most respondents felt that Qwest's contract amendment process was
inconsistent and sometimes needlessly  time-consuming. Numerous
instances were cited, such as' companies engaging in lengthy contract
negotiations only to find that no amendment was necessary, different
companies experiencing substantial ly different negotiation timeframes for

Se CGE&Y Archive File: RME #8 .- CLEC Account Management Questionnaires
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the same product, and several disputes surrounding whether an amendment
was necessary in the f irst place. Qwest also appeared to lack a consistent
document change control process for contracts. Several  instances were cited
by CLECs and the Pseudo-CLEC of red-l ined changes being ignored upon
subsequent issuance of various amendments.

All respondents were dissatisfied with AMSC procedures. Specific areas of
reported deficiency were the AMSC's closing of trouble tickets without
proper notification to CLEC, the AMSC's closing of trouble tickets without
clearing the trouble, and inconsistent escalation experiences.

• Most respondents were dissatisf ied with the responsiveness of Qwest's
wholesale  systems help desk.

All respondents agreed that their account managers/teams can be very
responsive and prompt at times, but this is not a consistent pattern. They
feel that, on the whole, account inquiries are not handled in a timely manner.

Most respondents felt that workforce reductions within Qwest have
hampered the account managers' ability to quickly and efficiently respond to
CLEC inquiries.

Most respondents expressed dissatisfaction with the information avai lable on
the Qwest wholesale website . This topic is discussed in more detai l  in
Section 5.2.3.

The smaller CLECs expressed concern over the apparently heavy workload
of their account managers. Account managers of  smal l  CLECs manage up
to six accounts at a time, and some small  CLECs reported less than
satisfactory experiences in getting responses from their account managers.

Many CLECs were  unhappy with Qwest 's forecasting process.  The two
primary concerns were that Qwest's forecasts were required too far in
advance of most CLECs' business plans to support, and that they felt that
their forecasts were often ignored by Qwest even when provided.

5.2.2 Interviews

CGE&Y conducted in-person interviews with Qwest personnel involved in
account management, forecasting, network and col location augmentation and
build-out, training, and network interconnection. The results are summarized
below.

Account Management

For the account managers, the account management phase consists largely of the
fol lowing:
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• Fielding questions and educating the CLECs about new products as they
become available.

Answering calls from many of the small to medium-sized CLECs about
"what ii" scenarios mainly dealing with products, combinations of products,
ordering scenarios, etc .

Handling escalations of installation problems/disputes and Maintenance and
Repair (M&R) tickets. There is a published procedure for escalations on the
Qwest wholesale website, but very often the CLECs, the smaller ones at
least, don't follow it and go through the account manager for all escalations.

• Proactively selling services to the CLECs

Information Available to CLECs on the Web

The Wholesale website is the primary source of information for CLECs, at least
during the account establishment process. It contains most of the information a
CLEC requires to initiate its business plan as a CLEC with Qwest, including the
12-step account establishment process, product descriptions, pre-ordering
business procedures, etc

During initial interviews with Qwest, it became apparent that there was no
central authority within Qwest responsible for the content and format of the
Qwest Wholesale website. This deficiency resulted in a number of IWis being
issued. These are discussed in Section 5.1.3 of this report.

As discussed in Section 5.1.3, the infonnation contained on Qwest's Wholesale
website progressed during the conduct of CGE&Y's Arizona 271 OSS Test
from largely inadequate to satisfactory. Qwest has made great improvements to
its website and continues to do so. Further, in the future much of the
information available to CLECs on the Qwest Wholesale website will fall under
the aegis of Qwest's CMP. Please see Section 5. l .3 for a more detailed
discussion of this website.

Forecasting

CGE&Y discussed forecasting briefly with the account management teams. The
account managers participate in and facilitate the forecasting process, but are not
an integral part of it. The account managers interviewed offered the following
observations:

U It is felt that many CLECs, particularly the smaller ones, do not have the
innate expertise to accurately forecast network element needs.
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Many CLECs, particularly the smaller ones, may not understand the types of
information Qwest is looking for in these forecasts.
Qwest feels that many CLECs are reluctant to provide detailed forecasts
because they are afraid that they would be "revealing their business plans,"
which could then be shared with competitors. Qwest assured CGE&Y as an
aside that there are ample procedures in place to ensure that this never
occurs.
Another source of inaccuracy of CLEC forecasts, in Qwest's opinion, is the
fluid nature of CLECs' business models and the attendant changes it brings.
For instance, a CLEC may forecast X number of lines to be installed in a
particular Metropolitan Service»Area (MSA), only tO change the focus to a
different MSA and never inform Qwest of this change.

The account managers briefly explained the process that Qwest follows:

EI

Q

D

D

All CLEC interconnection agreements call for quarterly forecasting,
however, these quarterly forecasts are only for LIS tanking, according to
Qwest. Once per quarter the account managers, Qwest network capacity
planners, and CLEC representatives meet, usually over the phone, and
conduct a forecasting meeting. Depending on the size of a CLEC's network,
these meetings can be lengthy.
Collocation forecasts, according to Qwest-supplied documentation, are
submitted semi-annually by the CLECs.
An organization within Qwest monitors compliance with the CLECs'
quarterly forecasting requirement and notifies the account managers of
CLECs that haven't completed their forecasts.
Once CLEC forecasts are received by the network capacity planning group,
a forecast is issued internally. `

CGE&Y next met with a group of Qwest representatives responsible for various
facets of the CLEC forecasting process.57 The results of those interviews is
presented here.

Product Forecasting:

CGE&Y met with Qwest's Director of Wholesale Product Forecasting. He
described the process as followings x

1.
2.
3.

Actual order volumes are received
Assumptions are applied to actual volumes to produce forecast trends
Subj et matter experts, regulatory analysts, marketing professionals, legal
counsel, etc., are consulted to discuss events that could impact the forecasts
The forecasts then go to representatives of IT systems, staffing, and network
planning in order to plan and scale their operations appropriately

so CGE&Y Archive File: RME #2 - Qwest Personnel Interviews
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CGE&Y submitted data request RTDR-0558 to obtain the assumptions Qwest
applies to order/trL1nk volumes in order to arrive at a finished forecast.

Collocation Forecasting and Application:

CGE&Y met with personnel involved in collocation space and power planning.
The following points were made about collocation processes:

2.
3.

4.
5.

Collocation appl ications as wel l  as augmentation appl ications are avai lable
on the Qwest Web site .
(http://www.qwest.com/wholesale/pcat/collocation.ht1nl)
Space is always first-come, first-served
Once an application for new space of augmentation of existing space is
received by Qwest, the Space and Power engineers evaluate the request and
either OK it, deny it, or offer an alternative proposal
Collo space bul letins are published by Qwest on a monthly basis
The State Interconnection Manager function coordinates site visits for
CLECs that have been denied space and are disputing that denial of space
According to those present, requests for augmentation of virtual collocations
go directly to the CO engineering manager
Testing of collocations is covered in interconnection agreements

In terojice Planning and Switch Planning:

The following points were made :

2.
3.

The Interoffice Planing representatives use the CLEC forecasts plus the
actual usage from the previous reporting period for planning purposes
It takes Qwest 5 .... 6 months to add capacity in "under-forecast" situations
Schedules are posted on the Qwest website for upgrades of CO equipment
(http://www.qwest.com/cgi-
bin/iconn/iconn_switchconversion.pl?fL1nction=l 1)

LIS Trunk Forecasting:

The following points were made:

2 .

LIS forecast meetings are performed once per quarter, per the
interconnection agreements
Qwest sends the CLECs a copy of their last forecast as a prel iminary
forecast to use during the quarterly forecasting meeting `
Network Planning sends account reminders to CLEC account managers to
remind them that a forecast is coming due
Many CLECs seem reluctant to share forecast data, or how they arrived at
their forecast, for fear of Qwest revealing that data to other CLECs. Qwest

as CGE&Y Archive Rile: RME Data Requests
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gives assurances that this infonnation is confidential  and wil l  not be shared
with any other outside organization. ,
Qwest provides CLECs with Under-Uti l ization Reports on their LIS trunks.
Some CLECs agree and disconnect the under-uti l ized trunks, while others
disagree and offer extenuating circumstances to keep the trunks in place.
There is a process within Qwest to unilateral ly "reclaim" under-uti l ized
trunks. According to those present, this had so far never been done to their
knowledge .
There is a process, and a form avai lable on Qwest's website , for requesting
in-forecasted LIS trunks
(http://www.qwest.com/wholesale/downloads/200l/0l l Ol 8/Unforecasted_D
emand_Notification_Form.xls). These requests, however, may not be
honored depending on availability of facilities.

CGE&Y also conducted interviews with CLEC personnel involved with the
contract management function. In general  they were unhappy with Qwest
contract management. Those interviewed indicated that for commonly offered
products and services Qwest's contract management process general ly  runs
smoothly . However, for new products, special  products, or changes to existing
product the process is too time consuming. Those interviewed also cited
numerous occasions where Qwest had made modif ications to products and
services without taking into account the effects of those changes on individual
CLEC contracts.

5.2.3 Documentation

Since, from a documentation perspective, the account establishment and account
management processes are interchangeable, the f indings detai led in Section
5.1.3 apply equal ly to this section.

Pseudo-CLEC Experience

l The summary below is based upon the following repolls issued by HPC, the
Pseudo-CLEC for the Arizona 271 evaluation:

>
>

"CLEC 12-Step Process Report for 271 Test Generator" - Version 2.0
"Help Desk Relationship Report for 271 Test Generator" - Version 3.0

Amendment Process

HPC pursued two amendments to i ts Interconnection Agreement. The f irst was
to add UNE~P capabil i ty . HPC received a Mailout (e-mai] notif ication service
provided by Qwest) describing UNE-P on February 22, 2000. HPC requested
the amendment and went through four revisions of the amendment before
signing the f inal copy on June 6, 2000. HPC received its f inal , signed copy from
Qwest on July  12, 2000. The second amendment was for Local  Number

Version 2.0
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Portabi l i ty  (LNP) Managed Cuts. HPC received a Mai lout on that product on
July 9, 2000. HPC requested the amendment on July 10, 2000, and received i t
on August 2, 2000. HPC reviewed and returned the signed copies on August 10,
2000. On September 12, 2000, HPC fol lowed up with its account manager to
determine the status of the amendment.

Between that date, and October 30, 2000, HPC continued to follow up with the
account manager on the status. On that date, Qwest indicated that it did not
know where the amendment was and sent out a replacement copy. HPC signed
and returned that copy on November 12, 2000. HPC received its f inal  signed
copy on February 9, 2001 .

HPC uncovered the fol lowing issues regarding amendments to its
Interconnection Agreement (AZIW01130)1

The UNE-P amendment took four revisions, and three months to complete
The amendment for LNP Managed cuts took over seven months, and one
replacement copy to complete

In response to AZIWOI 130, Qwest made improvements to its tracking
processes within its internal groups to ensure greater accountabil ity and
monitoring of the contract amendment process. In addition, Qwest has also
implemented a change that enables CLECs to take advantage of new and revised
product offerings more expeditiously by al lowing CLECs to order services while
an amendment is being ti led and approved by the Commission
(http://www.qwest.com/wholesale/clecs/c1ec_index.html). As a result of these
changes, which CGE&Y has verif ied, this IWO was c losed.

Help Desk Relationship

The Qwest help desks contacted by HPC and the types of issues they handle are
as fol lows:

> Qwest Wholesale Systems Help Desk - Connectivity issues, billing files
issues, software issues
Qwest Interconnect Service Center - Order status, order information receipt
Qwest Account Maintenance Service Center - End-user complaints, end-user
l ine trouble, repair cal l  issues

>
>

Contact was made to al l  of the above help desk functions at Qwest during the
271 test process. Contact occurred by phone, voice-mail , e-mai l  and fax.
Contact between Qwest and the HPC Customer Service Center (CSC) occurred
in both inbound and outbound directions. The fol lowing matrix provides an
unofficial sample of some of the contact activity that took place between Qwest
and the Pseudo-CLEC.
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Type of Call Call Direction
Number of

Occurrences Percentage
Call to Qwest-FOC Outgolng 23 6.89%
Call to Qwest-IMA GUI
Outage Outgoing 6 1.80%
Call to Qwest-Jeopardy Outgoing 1 1.80%
Call to Qwest-LSR_Reject Outgoing 42 12.57%
Call to SSOP Helpdesk Outgoing 11 3.29%
Calls Regarding CEMR Incoming 3 0.90%
Calls Regarding CEMR Outgoing 13 3.89%
Customer Call-Installation Isa Incoming 25 7.49%
Customer Call-Installation Isa Outgoing 6 1.80%
Customer Call-Trouble Incoming 2 0.60%
Customer Call-Trouble Outgoing 2 0.60%
Customer Complalnt
DDTS Outage
DDTS Outage
Order Status
Order Status
Qwest call about LSR
Qwest Call In Other
Qwest Helpdesk
Qwest Helpdesk
Repalr Call
Repalr Call
Qwest Technician Call In

Incoming
Incoming
Outgoing
Incoming
Outgoing
Incoming
Incoming
Incoming
Outgoing
Incoming
Outgoing
Incoming

6
1

2

5

21

41

30

l

26

3

6

58

1.80%
0.30%
0.60%
1.50%
6.29%
12.28%
8.98%
0.30%
7.78%
0.90%
1.80%

17.37%
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The following help desk issues were uncovered during the course of the Arizona
271 project:

1. HPC attempted to contact the Qwest Help Desk on May 8, 2001 (12:10
p.m.). The Qwest phone rang 40 times and there was no answer.
(AZIW01147)

2. When a call had to be transferred to another Help Desk group, calls
occasionally took several rings and in some instances were not answered.
The following are two instances where this was observed:

> HPC was placed on hold when transferred to the escalation
department for 17 minutes 57 seconds (l50 rings) before HPC hung
up. HPC called Help Desk back. Help Desk could not reach the
escalations department and told HPC that they had no other way to
reach them. Qwest did not call back on this escalation.
([ClearDDTS ticket number redacted] - escalation ticket 802160).
(AZIWOI 147)
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> HPC was placed on hold when transferred to the escalation
department for 13 minutes 53 seconds (65 rings). ([C1earDDTS
ticket number redacted] -  escalat ion t icket 830112).  (AZIW01147)

3. On several  HPC cal ls to the Qwest Help Desk, HPC was placed on hold
multiple  (two or more) times. (AZIWOl 147)

In response to AZIWOl 147 Qwest researched the specif ic incidents and
provided clarif ication on escalation procedures. As result, the IWO was
closed.

HPC could not find documented Help Desk procedures that stated the
process for escalation of Help Desk issues. (AZIWOl 148) However i t was
HPC's experience that Qwest Help Desk personnel consistently provided a
two-hour cal l  back commitment. In response to this IWO Qwest published
its escalation procedures to the website at
http://www.qwest.conMwholesale/clecs/exescoverhtml. As a result, this
IWO was closed.

When issues were escalated, HPC's experience was that cal ls were not
returned within the quoted two-hour time frame. HPC also experienced
instances where cal ls were not returned at al l . (AZIWOI 145)

6.

l

Escalation tickets were closed without notification to the Pseudo CLEC
([ClearD.DTS ticket number redacted] -- escalation ticket 754013,
[ClearDDTS ticket number redacted] - escalation ticket 773927,
[ClearDDTS ticket number redacted] - escalation ticket 754609).
(AZIWOl 145) `

Escalation tickets were closed without comments to indicate the reason for
the closure. ([C1earDDTS ticket number redacted] -- escalation ticket
7 5 4 0 1 3 ) .  (AZ I W0 1 1 4 5 )

In response to AZIWOl 145 Qwest provided documentation that clarif ied
confusion surrounding the escalation process. As a result this IWO was
closed.

Qwest Help Desk personnel were not famil iar with Service Order
Completions (SOCs) notif ications. HPC had to cal l  the account manager for
resends and questions concerning the generation of SOCs. (AZIWOI 146)
In response to this IWO Qwest initiated a training initiative to instruct its
cal l  center personnel on procedures for service order completions. CGE&Y
conducted a re-test of this scenario and found Qwest personnel to be
knowledgeable of  service order completion procedures, The IWO was
c losed.
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HPC received the following error message "Invalid action code error" on
UNE-P order. HPC contacted the Qwest Help Desk to resolve the error
condition. HPC was told the order was issued correctly and an error should
not have been generated. Qwest agreed to check further and call back with
additional infonnation. ([ClearDDTS ticket number redacted] - escalation
ticket 754013).

> HPC was told issue had to be resolved by a Qwest process coach
> . Contact required four calls to resolve

10. Qwest comments on notifications are confusing. HPC received a FOC on a
UNE Loop cancel order with the following remark: "ca n41464044 per ls
sup l, c41464043 not canceled due to order already cap sac Kim n [Phone
number redacted]." HPC called to clarify the meaning of the remark; The
Qwest representative explained the following:

/

> The existing service was disconnected on 3-1-01 .
> The new connect (which should have been worked at the time of

the disconnect) was not completed. The new connect was
rescheduled for 3-31 -01 .

> The problem was that Qwest should not have cancelled
(rescheduled) the new connect unless the disconnect order was also
rescheduled. The call was transferred to the escalation department.
The representative in the escalation group reviewed the issue and
agreed to call HPC back with the resolution within the next 24
hours. The call ended at 3: 10 p.m. on 03-27-01. ([ClearDDTS
ticket number redacted] - escalation ticket 773927). HPC had not
received a call back as of 3-29-01 at 4:00 p.m. HPC subsequently
received a SOC on the new connect to establish service as a UNE
Loop.

> On a follow-up call, HPC contacted Qwest to verify the entries
required on a UNE-P order. Qwest Help Desk advised that he was
confused as he was told three different things from three different

.people within Qwest.

11. The following LSR notification issue was encountered by HPC :

> LSR Reject notification received by HPC - Qwest Help Desk
representative could not detennine what the Reject comments
meant which were entered previously by another Qwest
representative. Call was escalated and the representative
responding to the escalation could not determine what was meant
by the comment. The comment in question was "DO ORDER
CREATED TO CANCEL." Representative agreed to contact
original representative in Dallas office. Representative called later
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and advised HPC the order was correct and a FOC would be sent to
HPC.

12. HPC cal led Qwest Help Desk to seek clarif ication of a Reject error message
rece ived. HPC was g iven escalat ion t icket 802693 at 4 :41 p.m. Qwest
returned cal l  at 12:34 the fol lowing day; HPC was told the order was issued
correctly  and a Reject should not have been received. A FOC was later
received on the order.

13. HPC cal led Qwest regarding an LSR Reject notif ication. Qwest was unsure
if  converting a Qwest l ine or adding an additional l ine. The HPC order
contained the remark "do not disturb existing service." No cal l  received on
the escalation ticket. FOC later received, same day (approximately  3 hours
20 minutes later).

14. HPC received LSR Rejects on the fol lowing CENTREX LSRs:
F60E281S030416 VER 00, F60E21 1S020416 VER 00, F60E271S020416
VER 00, F60E311S030416 VER 00, F60E301S030416 VER 00,
F60E291S030416 VER 00,  F60E071S110416 VER 00.

> HPC cal led the Qwest Help Desk to discuss the reason for the
Rejects and to clarify the entries required for successful submission
of the orders. The Qwest representative advised HPC that she
could only discuss a couple of the LSRs, that she had several  cal ls
in queue and could not spend a lot of time on this cal l . The
representative later advised that she did not know why the orders
were re jected. HPC was given escalation ticker # 808158.

> HPC was transferred to the escalation department. The escalation
representative advised that she thought HPC had used the wrong
form. HPC advised that the CENTREX resale  font was used. The
representative then stated that she did not know why the LSR
Reject was sent.

> HPC was then provided the  Minnesota off ice  number.  HPC was
informed that the Minnesota office was responsible for Centrex
orders. HPC cal led [Phone number redacted] and reached a
recording that advised the hours of operation were 7:30 a.m. to 7:00
p.m. PST. When the recording ended, HPC was not given an
option to leave a message (cal l  was dropped and a message to
"hang up and try your cal l  again" was received.)

,u ,

15. Qwest technician cal led HPC regarding a UNE-P service instal lation.
Technician asked HPC what type of service UNE-P is. HPC advised Qwest
technician. Technician then repl ied, "OK, I know what to do now."
( AZ I W 0 1 1 4 9 )

4
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16. A Qwest representative cal led HPC to ask what type of service UNE-P was.
HPC explained the service ; He said of , he knew what that was and would
tel l  his people what to do. (AZIWOl 149)

17. Qwest technician cal led HPC, said they had talked to the HPC customer and
the customer advised that he did not order service. The remarks on the LSR
were "do not disturb customer." (AZIWOI 149)

18. Qwest technician cal led HPC regarding a conversion instal lation visi t. The
technician spoke to the HPC customer. The technician spoke to someone
who was the subscriber who said that the HPC customer of record did not
l ive there . (AZIWOl 149)

In response to AZIW01149 Qwest undertook the following actions:

> Retrained 100% of Network Field Technicians on Wholesale
process and obligations when working with CLECs and CLEC's
end-user customers.

> Opened the Qwest CLEC Coordination Center (QCCC) to provide
single point service for CLECs for the installation of Coordinated
Unbundled services.

> Implemented process to check for CLEC dial tone 48 hours prior to
coordinated installs to ensure successful migration of service at
time of cut.

> Implemented process to perform same function as above l  hour
prior to cut as an additional step to ensure success.

> "Certi f ied" al l  CO technic ians on the procedures to effective ly
manage  Wholesale  CLEC work . -

> Restructured Local  Network operations to inc lude a 271 state
leader, responsible for Wholesale service performance covering
each state.

> Hosts daily Local Network Coordinated Install missed
commitments calls to discuss previous day'S misses (if any) and
identify appropriate mitigation strategies for iiuture occurrences .

> Developed enhanced internal metrics capability to give Local
Network management visibility to daily performance for service
improvement.

> Hosted a CLEC Operational  l ionum to openly discuss and resolve
long-standing operations issues.

N

19. HPC received a cal l  from a representative in the Qwest "Working Left-Ins"
group to advise HPC that someone was moving into an apartment where
there was an HPC account ([Phone number redacted]). The incoming Qwest
customer wanted service instal led on 04-06-01. HPC cal led CGE&Y to
determine if  the service could be disconnected. CGE&Y advised HPC that
the service could be disconnected, but that it would be several days (04-09-
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Of) before they could get a script to HPC. HPC advised Qwest that it could
issue a disconnect order on 04-09-0l. Qwest asked if they could disconnect
the service, HPC advised Yes, Qwest then disconnected the service and
forwarded a FCC to HPC. HPC did not submit an LSR for the disconnect
order. ([ClearDDTS ticket number redacted])

20. HPC issued a cancellation on a UNE-Loop order (PON F5 lEt l89060220).
The service was disconnected 03-01-01, but only the new service was
cancelled resulting in an out of service condition for the customer. The new
service was rescheduled for 03-31-01. Qwest agreed to resolve within 24
hours. HPC was not contacted. However, a SOC was later received on the
new service installation.

21. HPC issued LSR to convert a IF to UNE-P. Due to confusing Qwest
documentation and inconsistent information received from the Qwest Help
Desk, an HPC customer's service was disconnected ([Phone number
redacted]). HPC contacted Qwest to resolve issue. Escalation ticket -
830112. Call was transferred to escalation department. HPC was on hold
for 4 minutes and 43 seconds (65 rings). HPC hung up and recalled Help
Desk. The phone rang 40 times before HPC*hung up. HPC called again and
was transferred to escalations, reached voice mail and left a message. HPC
Called again and asked to speak with a manager and was given a duty pager.
Qwest manager called back, advised HPC it was a Qwest error and agreed to
have customer service reinstalled before the close of business.

22. HPC called the Qwest Help Desk to detennine why an HPC customer's
second line was disconnected. Qwest provided an escalation number-
830112, and attempted to transfer the call to the escalation department. The
escalation department could not be reached.

5.2.4 Results

CGE&Y finds that Qwest's account management processes, while requiring
improvement and/or reinforcement, adequately meet the needs of the CLEC
community.

Areas requiring improvement and/or reinforcement (i.e., additional training for
Qwest personnel) are summarized as follows:

• CGE&Y interviewed Qwest's AMSC supervisory personnel and discussed
AMSC procedures. Personnel were found to be knowledgeable and
procedures soundly-designed. The evidence presented by the CLECs and
Pseudo-CLEC suggests, however, that procedures for trouble ticket status
updates and closure are not being followed by personnel representing the
AMSC and other CLEC-facing help desks at least part of the time. CGE&Y
issued AZIWOl 145 - 1149 to address many of the exceptions noted during
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the test of help desk functions, and Qwest has undertaken several training
and procedural  initiatives with its help desk personnel to address these. As a
resu l t ,  these  IWis were  c losed.

Responses to CLEC questionnaires and the experiences of HPC point to
inconsistent processes in Qwest's execution of contract amendments .
Specif ic weaknesses appear to be centered in the tracking and document
control of these amendments, and also in the development of amendment
templates fol lowing the re lease of  new products. CGE&Y issued
AZIWQ1130 to address this issue . In response to AZIWOl130, Qwest
made improvements to its tracking processes within its internal groups to
ensure greater accountabil ity and monitoring of the contract amendment
process. In addition, Qwest has also implemented a change that enables
CLECs to take advantage of new and revised product offerings more
expeditiously  by al lowing CLECs to order services whi le  an amendment is
being f i led and approved by the Commission
(http://www.qwest.com/wholesale/clecs/clec_index.html). Final ly , CGE&Y
verif ied Qwest's improvements to this process by monitoring an additional
contract amendment initiated by the Pseudo-CLEC in the Summer of 2001 .
The Pseudo-CLEC submitted an amendment to its interconnection
agreement for the Line Spl itting product offered by Qwest. The amendment
was submitted to Qwest on 07/07/01 and was approved on 08/07/01. As a
result, the IWO was closed.

\

Qwest has made great strides in improving the quality of information offered
to CLECs through its wholesale website . Qwest must continue its efforts in
this area.

Forecasting is an area where there seems to be a great deal of dispute between
the CLECs and Qwest. Qwest feels that CLECs are unwil l ing, and in some
cases unable, to provide accurate forecasts for network needs, and the CLECs
feel  that Qwest's forecasting requirements are unreal istic . CGE&Y found that
Qwest provides CLECs with adequate tools and instructions for completing
accurate forecasts. CGE&Y believes that the nature of the dispute surrounding
foreCasts stems from the different business models Used by CLECs versus
Regional  Bel l  Operating Companies (RBOCs).

The fol lowing paragraphs, summarized from Qwest's wholesale  website ,
describe the LIS forecasting process and serve to i l lustrate this issue.

Switch capacity growth requiring the addition of new switching modules may
require six months to order and install . To align with the timeframe needed to
provide for the requested faci l i ties, including engineering, ordering, instal lation
and make ready activities, the parties wil l  uti l ize Qwest standard forecast
timelines, as defined in the standard Qwest LIS/Type 2 Trunk forecast forms for
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Forecast Due to Service
Manager
(Month/Day)

Final View of Forecast For.

3/02 4th qtr. current year

6/01 1st qtr. second year

2nd qtr. second year9/07

12/07 1 3rd qtr. second year
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growth planning. For capacity growth, Qwest will utilize CLEC forecasts to
ensure availability of switch capacity.

Each party will utilize the forecast cycle outlined on the Qwest LIS/Type 2
Trunk forecast forms, which stipulates that forecasts be submitted on a quarterly
basis. The forecast will identify trunking requirements for a two-year period.
From the quarterly close as outlined in the forecast cycle, Qwest will have one
month to determine network needs and place vendor orders which may require a
six month minimum to complete the network build. Seven months after
submission of the initial forecast, Qwest will have the necessary capacity in
place to meet the CLEC forecast. After the initial forecast, Qwest will ensure
that capacity is available to meet CLECs' needs as described in the CLEC
forecasts.

r

Both parties will follow the forecasting and provisioning requirements of the
interconnection agreement for the appropriate sizing of trunks, and use of direct
end office versus tandem routing.

The LIS/Type 2 interconnection forecasting schedule is as follows :

Assumes Two Year Forecasting Cycle

3 12/01 I 3rd qtr. second year

The use of a two-year forecasting cycle is a sound one for a company that has
been in business for as long as Qwest. CLECs on the other hand, many of
whom have not yet been in business for two years, may find it impossible to
provide a trunking forecast two years in advance.

The collocation forecasting requirements, by way of comparison, follow a one-
year forecasting schedule. The following paragraphs have been summarized
from Qwest's wholesale website.

The CLEC shall submit an annual forecast, updated at the end of each quarter, of
its future collocation requirements. The quarterly forecast shall be reviewed by
the CLEC and the Qwest service manager. The CLEC forecast shall be
considered accurate for purposes of collocation intervals if the subsequent
collocation application is within twenty percent of the forecast.
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Forecast due to Service Manager
(Month/Day)

Final View of Forecast For.

3/02 2nd quarter current year

6/01 3rd quarter current year

8/01 4th quarter current year

11/30 1 let quarter following year

f
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The forecast shall include, for each Qwest premises, the following:

Identification of Qwest premises
Floor space requirements, including the number of bays for a careless
collocation arrangement
Power requirements
Heat dissipation
Type of collocation (e.g., caged physical, careless physical, shared ICDF,
virtual)
Entrance facility type
Type and quantityof terminations
Date co-provider expects to submit its collocation application

Following is the collocation forecasting schedule:

3 12/01 1st quarter current year 3
I
g

It is unclear to CGE&Y why Qwest would use a two-year forecasting cycle for
LIS trunks and a one-year cycle for collocation facilities since the two are
somewhat related. In the future, it may be possible for Qwest to make the
processes more consistent. Nevertheless, Qwest provides CLECs with ample
tools and instructions for completing their forecasts and CGE&Y finds these
procedures to be adequate .

A comprehensive study of the soundness of Qwest's forecasting procedures
would be outside the scope of an OSS test, however, CGE&Y finds that the
infonnation provided to CLECs allows them to provide forecasts to Qwest.
CGE&Y issued Data Request RTDR-05 to obtain a copy of a "finished" forecast
as compiled by Qwest after its business assumptions are applied.

Further results, based upon CGE&Y's own findings and the experiences of the
Pseudo-CLEC, are summarized in the following table:

J

Version 2.0 362



Process Area Evaluation
Measure

Evaluation
Technique

Findings

Help
Desk

Timeliness Speed of
Answer

Observations
Interviews

Speed of Answer was
generally one ring and the
AVR system answered. The
caller is instructed to select an
option and is transferred to
the corresponding center. The
time it took to answer after
transferring was generally
quick.

If a "warm transfer" is
requested to another
department or to escalate a
trouble, the wait can be
several minutes.

Problem
Resolution
Time

Observations
Interviews

The Pseudo-CLEC Help Desk
Report, Section 8.0 has a table
that depicts calls closed on the
initial contact as allnost 55° 0
of the total calls. The total
calls were 555 through
August 2001. Further, the
results of the Functionality
Test M&R evaluation show
that Qwest met its repair
commitment time and closed
tickets accordingly the
majority of the time.

363
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Process Area Evaluation
Measure

Evaluation
Technique

Findings

Call Backs Observations
Interviews

The Pseudo-CLEC Help Desk
Report, Section 8.0, has a
table showing the percentage
of calls closed on the initial
contact as 550 0 of the total
calls, which leaves 45% as
candidates for callbacks. An
additional 5% were closed
after callbacks according to
HPC's records. Most, if not
all, escalated calls received
callbacks, but were still open
awaiting resolution. Qwest
closed some tickets without
notifying HPC, as detailed in
the Help Desk Report,
Sections 7.1 and 7.2. and
outlined in AZIWOI145.

Knowledge
of Subject

Observations
Interviews

CGE&Y issued AZIWO
AZIWOl 149 to address
issues with the
knowledgeability of Qwest's
INC, help desk and/or trouble
administration personnel. The
resolution to this IWO is
discussed in Section 5.2.3.

Quality of
Response

Closures Documentation
Review
Observations
Interviews •

The Pseudo-CLEC Help Desk
Report, Section 7.1 General
Test Observations:

Escalation tickets were
closed without comments
to indicate the reason for
the closure. (E.g.
[ClearDDTS ticket
number redacted] -
escalation ticket 754013).
AZIWOl 145

Referrals Observations

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

The referrals experienced by
the Pseudo-CLEC were
limited to being referred to
the Escalations fiction. See
below.
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Process Area Evaluation
Measure

Evaluation
Technique

Findings

Escalations Observations
Interviews

CGE&Y issued AZIW01145
to address specific issues with
Qwest's handling of Pseudo-
CLEC escalations. This issue
is discussed in greater detail
in Section 5.2.3.

Tracking Documentation
Review
Observations
Interviews

Qwest's tracking of Help
Desk tickets was found to be
satisfactory with no
deficiencies noted.

Com run
cations

Proactive

Process
Assistance

Availability
of
Information

Documentation
Review
Observations

HPC received over 90
Mailouts and over 28 emails
from the Qwest CMP team
that contained process in the
Subject, Over 2,273 emails
were received from Qwest
during the last two years.

Attention to
Details

Documentation
Review
Observations

Communications were found
to be sufficiently detailed for
HPC to not require further
information.

Product
Assistance

Availability
of
Information

Documentation
Review
Observations

HPC received over 181
Mailouts and several emails
fro the Qwest CMP team that
contained Product in the
Subject. Over 2,273 emails
were received from Qwest
during the last two years.

Awareness Attention to
Details

Documentation
Review
Observations

Over 2,273 emails were
received from Qwest during
the last two years.

Availability
of
Information

Documentation
Review
Observations

Over 2,273 emails were
received from Qwest during
the last two years.

Common
i-cations
Reactive

Assistance Availability Observations
Interviews

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

HPC's records omits
interactions with its Account
Manager indicate that the
Account Manager responded
to issues within a reasonable
amount of time .

I
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Process Area Evaluation
Measure

Evaluation
Technique

Findings
4

Attention to
Detail

Observations
Interviews

Communications were found
to be sufficiently detailed for
HPC to not require further
information.

Problem
Resolution

HPC's records of its
interactions with its Account
Manager indicate that the
Account Manager responded
to issues within a reasonable
amount of time and resolved
troubles in an appropriate
manner.

Forecasts

UP

Information
n

Coverage Documentation
Review
Observations
Interviews

Qwest was found to provide
adequate information to
CLECs for the completion of
required forecasts.

Quality Documentation
Review
Observations
Interviews

Qwest was found to provide
adequate quality information
to CLECs for the completion
of required forecasts.

Outlook
Compu-
tation

Quality Observations
Interviews

Qwest was found to
incorporate CLECs forecasts
into a finished product
following its own methods,
which CGE&Y obtained.

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

5.3 CLEC Training
)

Per the MTP Section 7.2 and the TSD Section 6.1, the purpose of the CLEC training
evaluation was to determine the availability of training schedules to the CLECs, how
often this information is made available and in what formats this information is offered.
This evaluation also examined the frequency of training on different topics and the
effectiveness of the cubicula. Documentation made available to CLECs in conjunction
with CLEC training was also reviewed, including user guides, workbooks, student
guides, and online references.

During the course of this evaluation, Qwest rolled out a new and vastly improved CLEC
training program. Prior to February l, 2001, Qwest's catalog of training courses
available to CLECs consisted of only two formal classes: an MA class and a directory
listings class. Furthermore, the MA class, as observed by CGE&Y, was inadequate in
serving the training. needs of a typical CLEC MA user. The lack of classes overall, and
inadequacy of the MA class resulted in AZIWOIO66 and AzIwol067.

l
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On February l ,  2001, Qwest made avai lable  to CLECs an entire  catalog of new courses
addressing a Maj rarity of their training needs in systems, products and processes
(http://www.qwest.com/wholesale/training/coursecataloghtml). CGE&Y randomly
chose two of these new classes to attend and evaluate, and requested feedback on the
other classes from any CLEC that attended them. As a result of these actions,
AZIWOl066  and AZIWOl067  were  c losed.

The majority of this section on CLEC training is a review of Qwest's new training
program. The only exception to this is Section 5.3.3 which describes CGE&Y's
experience with the original MA class, in addition to the new classes attended.

5.3.1 Questionnaires

Questionnaires regarding Qwest CLEC training" were sent to al l  of  the CLECs
that participate in the Qwest CLEC Forum, and those that actively paitic ipate in
the Arizona 271 TAG, inc luding the Pseudo-CLEC. Formal  responses were
received from only seven CLECs, al though numerous informal responses were
received via telephone cal ls and e-mails throughout the evaluation process.
Fol lowing the rol l -out of Qwest's new training program, CGE&Y also requested
aha received feedback from CLECs regarding their experiences with these new
classes.

The questionnaire responses received prior to Qwest's new training rol l-out
were general ly  negative. CLECs fe lt that the avai lable c lasses did not meet their
training needs, and that the c lasses were not very useful . Feedback received
about Qwest's new classes, on the other hand, has been very positive.

CLEC feedback on Qwest's new c lasses is summarized be low:

> Respondents were very happy with the quantity and variety of Qwest's new
courses.

> Since the c lasses are  new, the instructors are  not always complete ly  fami l iar
with the subject matter.

> The IMA-GUI "Hands-On" class did not adequately cover the needs of both
novice and experienced users. .

> Most of the c lasses are conducted by the instructor reading from the c lass
handbook, sometimes with the aid of visual aids and sometimes not.
Respondents felt that the classes should be developed to be more interactive.

5.3.2 Interviews

CGE&Y did not conduct any formal interviews with Qwest's training personnel.
Information related to training development activities was obtained during
formal interviews with Qwest account management personnel and informal
discussions with Qwest classroom trainers during classes attended by CGE&Y.

CGE&Y Archive File: RME #4 - QwestTraining Questionnaires
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The formal and informal interviews indicated that a new manager had been
appointed to develop CLEC training and that plans for new training were being
developed. Those interviewed said that the need for expanded training had been
recognized for some time based on CLEC feedback.

The courses were developed with eXtensive input from product special ists and
based upon the input received through the account management staff from the
CLECs, according to those interviewed.

5.3.3 Documentation

CGE&Y found the training material made available during the IMA-GUI
"Hands-On" class and the Unbundled Network Elements -- Platform (UNE-P)
Plain Old Telephone System (POTS) class6° to be well constructed, easy to
follow, and up to date. Materials distributed during the IMA-GUI "Classic"
course were found to be insufficient. Please see Section 5.3.4 for a more
detailed description of the course materials for this class. .

5.3.4 Observations
\.

CGE&Y observed three classes offered by QweSt during the course of this
evaluation, one before the roll-out of Qwest's new classes and two after.
CGE&Y's experiences are described in the paragraphs that fol low.

CGE&Y personnel attended a one-day IMA-GUI overview in the spring of
2000. The training provided a good overview of the IMA-GUI system, and
afforded class participants an opportunity to view the interface and its various
functions and observe some of the processes involved in pre-order, order, and
M&R through IMA-GUI. ,

CGE&Y found this class to be inadequate in meeting trainees' needs in several
respects. While the IMA-GUI isn't difficult to use, the class observed by
CGE&Y didn'tprepare users adequately to actually perform pre-order, order,
and M&R functions using the system. M&R functions are no longer included in
the IMA-GUI application but are performed by a standalone application called
CUstomer Electronic Maintenance and Repair (CEMR). CGE&Y made no
evaluation of CEMR training as part of the Relationship Management
Evaluation.

r

/

I

The class wasn't hands-on. It was a lecture class with handouts, and a teacher's
assistant with a laptop and a projector demonstrated the functionality of the
IMA-GUI while the students merely observed. While this was somewhat
effective, and might be a good class for supervisory personnel that will have
little hands-on responsibility to attend, there was no way for any student to
really get a feel for the system. And even though the instructors had a "demo"
server that they could log into to show us most of the pre-order and order
functionality, some of the functionality couldn't be demonstrated. Some of it

Eu CGE&Y Archive File: RME #5 - IMA-GUI and UNE-P Training Class Material
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just didn't work properly due to server and database configurations, and other
functionality simply wasn't available in the demo environment.

An example of system functionality not available in the demo environment was
M&R. While the instructors were able to demonstrate such things as checking a
line's status and pulling up a circuit history, functionality such as opening a
trouble report simply isn't available except in the "live" environment. M&R
functions are no longer included in the IMA-GUI application but are performed
by a stand-alone application called CEMR. CGE&Ymade no evaluation of
CEMR training as part of the Relationship Management Evaluation.

\

The class handouts were largely comprised of screen shots of the IMA-GUI
system. They didn't contain much real information, although they did provide
plenty of room for note taking by the student. Many of the screen shots,
especially in the M&R area, were virtually unreadable. Since much of the M&R
functionality couldn't be demonstrated, this was a .critical oversight.

During the class, the instructors imparted various tips and business rules for
using the IMA-GUI that are not documented anywhere in the user guide or any
of the online resources. When class participants asked the instructors if these
points were going to make it into the IMA documentation, the instructors took
notes of these points and promised to pass them along. There was not any
formalized process in place for doing this, nor was there any follow-up to
indicate that the instructor's notes were being acted on by the MA development
and documentation staff. , "

CGE&Y attended two of Qwest's new classes in the spring of 2001: IMA-GUI
"Hands-On" and UNE-P POTS. Both of these classes were held in Denver, ,
Colorado.

The IMA-GUI "Hands-On" class was a vast improvement over what Qwest now
calls the MA "Classic" course. Aside from some minor logistical problems, the
class was very well presented. This particular class was attended by MA users
ranging from very experienced to those with .no experience at all. The class
proceeded from a general overview of the MA system and network, including
help desk and other support functions and telephone numbers, to a hands-on
walk-through of the system administration, pre-order, order, and post-order
functions of IMA-GUI. IMA-GUI M&R was not covered in this class because
Qwest was in the process of transitioning to theCustomer Electronic
Maintenance and Repair (CEMR) system for CLEC Maintenance and repair.

The instructors were very knowledgeable and answered all questions to the best
of their ability. Instructors wrote down all questions they were not able to
answer, and researched the answers on breaks and after the class. The
instructors are not yet completely familiar with all of the courses they are
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required to teach, so they are often forced to consult with product subj act matter
experts in order to fully answer smdentsf questions.

The majority of questions asked by partic ipants, however, were related to
business rules arid Interconnection Service Center (INC) processes and didn't
necessari ly  have anything to do with the IMA-GUI system. Many other
questions stemmed from some participants' lack of understanding Of Local
Service Ordering Guidel ines (LSOG) f ie lds and business rules, and l ikewise
weren't re lated to IMA-GUI.

y

The training system created for this class was usable but contained some
shortcomings. For example , since the system doesn't ful ly  mirror the
production environment, the student is not able to submit an order and receive a
FOC. Likewise , most post-order functional i ty  was not avai lable  to c lass
partic ipants. Final ly , partic ipants of the c lass experienced several  system
failures, most often when several students tried to submit the same transaction at
the same time. This action resulted in their workstations locking up, and
students were forced to completely shut down their browsers, log back into
MA, and get back to where they were. In some instances this wasted quite a bit

of class time.

The UNE-P POTS class gave a basic overview of the UNE-P POTS product,
some of the business rules associated with it, and a walk-through of the process
used to order i t. It was original ly  scheduled to be a half-day class, but was
expanded to a full  day in order to show those not familiar with IMA-GUI how to
order i t using that system. Those already famil iar with IMA-GUI were free to
leave the c lass when this section began. The class was informative, al though it
gave far more generic information about IMA-GUI ordering than specif ic
information about the UNE-P POTS product. CGE&Y felt that the c l a s s
material should either be enriched or else folded into a more comprehensive
UNE-P class. ,

5.3.5 Results

Qwest's new CLEC training catalog, rolled out in February 2001, is a vast
improvement from what preceded it and has been found to satisfy nearly all
objectives set forth in the Arizona 271 MTP and TSD. Qwest has begun
offering a full catalog of products, systems and business process training that
covers most needs of the CLEC community. A look at the following table,
copied from the Qwest wholesale website, gives an indication of the scope of
Qwest's new CLEC training program:

ASR LIS
Trunking

No charge l day 4/24/01
5/24/01
6/21/01

6/28/01

4/24/01
5/24/01

6/21/01
6/28/01

Minneapolis
Salt Lake City

Seattle
Denver
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ASR Private Line No charge l day

ASR Switched
Access

No charge 1 day

No charge 2 days

4/25/01
5/23/0 I
6/20/01
6/27/01
4/26/01
5/22/01
6/19/01
6/26/01
.5/17/01
5/30/01

4/25/01
5/23/01

6/20/01

6/27/01

4/26/01

5/22/01

6/19/01
6/26/01

5/18/01
5/31/01

Minneapolis
Salt Lake City

Seattle
Denver

Minneapolis
Salt Lake City

Seattle
Denver
Seattle
Denver

ASR Wireless
Customers
Centrex No charge

MA "Hands On" No charge

2 days

1 day

MA "Classic" No cha rge 1  day

MA Directory
Listing
MA Release 7.0

No cha rge 1 1/2 days

5/23/0 I

4/23/01
4/24/01

5/22/01
5/23/01

6/07/0]
6/19/01

6/05/01
6/12/01

5/08/01

6/20/0 I

5/24/01

4/23/01
4/24/01

5/22/01
5/23/01

6/07/0l
6/19/01

6/05/0l
6/12/01

5/09/01
6/21/01

Minneapolis

Denver
Denver
Denver
Denver
Denver
Denver
Seattle

Minneapolis
Minneapolis

Denver

No charge 3 hours

LNP No charge 1/2 day

4/06/01
4/10/01

4/17/01

4/27/01

6/15/01

6/27/01

4/06/01
4/10/01
4/17/01
4/27/01
6/15/01
6/27/0l

Denver
Audio Conference
Audio Conference

Denver

Denver

DenverPOTS Product
Overview
POTS Resale

No charge l day

No charge 1  day

Qwest 101
UBL

No charge

No charge

3 days

2 days

UNE-P POTS No charge l day

3/21/01
6/28/0 l

6/5/01

4/25/01
6/13/01

4/20/01

6/29/01

3/2 l /0 l
6/28/0 l
6/7/0 I

4/26/01
6/14/01
4/20/0 l
6/29/0 ]

Denver
Denver

Denver

Denver

Denver

Denver
Denver

These courses are still in their infancy and will probably need to be revised and
possibly expanded. with student feedback it is expected that these courses will
be streamlined and focused over time,

Results of the Training evaluation are further detailed in the table that follows:
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1) Is there a process for obtaining
CLEC input for the training? If
so, is the process clearly written
and has it been adequately
communicated to the CLECs?
(TSD Section 6.4.3.2)

Y http://www.| CLECs can make requests at any time to their
account management teams for different
types of training, additional training, or
enhancements to existing training.

west,com/wh
olesale/traini
ng/feedback.
html

2) Does the Qwest training
available to CLECs adequately
address the CLECs' need for
product training? (TSD Section
6.4.3.2)

Y N/A Qwest began offering a full compliment of
product-specific courses beginning in
February 2001. While CGE8cY only had the
opportunity to review one of these courses,
feedback from CLECs has been very
positive.

With student feedback it is expected that
these courses will be streamlined and focused
over time.

3) Does the Qwest training
balance the needs of both new and
experienced users Of the IMA-
GUI? (TSD Section 664.3.2)

Y N/A The training is aimed at the inexperienced
user. Instructors are provided the flexibility,
and are normally very willing, to address a
variety of topics not in the curriculum.

4) Does Qwest provide an
adequate means for CLECs to
provide feedback on their
experience of CLEC training? If
so are the processes for evaluating
CLEC feedback properly
documented? (TSD Section
6.4.3.2)

Y Iht ://www.q Course evaluation forms are distributed at the
end of every class asking the student to rate
the course, instructor, material, environment,
and equipment, and provide any other
feedback on the course that the student
wishes. There is also a form on the website
at the URL listed at left.

west.com/wh
olesale/traini
ng/feedback.

html

6) Were training schedules and
documentation readily available?
If yes, in what formats were the
schedules and documentation
available? If no, what steps were
needed to obtain the necessary
documentation? (TSD Section
6.4.3.2)

Y http://www.q
west.com/wh
olesale/traini
ng/coursecat
alog.html

Training schedules are provided on a web
page that can be accessed from the wholesale
training home page.

Documentation is also available on a web
page that can be accessed from the wholesale
training home page.

7) Was the documentation
readable and easy to understand?
(TSD Section 6.4.3.2)

Y htwz// .q
west.com/wh
olesale/traini
ng/coursecat
alog.html

The documentation examined by CGE&Y
was clearly written and would be easily
understood by most readers.

8) Was the documentation
comprehensive?
What type of documentation was
provided (what areas are
covered)? (TSD Section 6.4.3.2)

Y http://www.q
west.com/wh
olesale/traini
ng/coursecat
alog.html

Documentation examined by CGE&Y was
found to be comprehensive. Documentation
included MA Training Guide/Class
Companion, the MA User Guide, and the
MA Administrator's Guide.

9) Was the frequency of training
adequate? (TSD Section 6,4.3.2)

Y http://www.q
west.com/wh
olesale/traini
ng/course_sc

Classes on most subjects are given at least
once per month. More popular classes, such
as the MA "Hands~On" class, are given
several times per month.
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TSD Objective and
Section Reference

Objective
Satisfied?

Source Comments

had_reg. html

10) Was the training information
timely and up-to-date? (TSD
Section 6.4.3 2)

Y N/A Classes on new products are developed at the
same time the products are.

Classes for new releases ofIliA are held
prior to the release, although such classes are
not hands-on.

I 1) Tramxng was provided at
reasonable cost to CLECs (TSD
Sectlon 6.4.3 2)

Y http: WWW,q
west.com/wh
olesale train
ng/course_sc
hed_reg.html

Regularly scheduled training held at Qwest
locations was free. If CLECs chose to send
personnel from out of the area, the cost
associated would include air fare, lodging
and meals for all travelers.

When CLECs require that Qwest provide
classes at their sites, the CLEC must pay for
one or two instructors to fly to the site, and
pay for lodging if applicable.

12) Were contact names and
numbers provided during the
training class in the event there
were follow-up questions about
the training programs? If so, were
the contacts able to provide the
assistance needed? Additionally,
were the answers direct and
complete or did significant effort
have to be expended to answer
questions? (TSD Section 6.4.3.2)

Y NA The MA instructors provided business cards
with their contact information in the event of
further questions after the class.

There were no reported incidents where a
training issue required clarification and the
instructor was unable to provide it.

13) Are the processes for
monitoring Qwest instructor
performance documented? (TSD
Section 6.4.3 2)

N/A N/A Qwest's internal methods for evaluating
instructor performance were not examined by
CGE&Y. An examination of Qwest's
internal procedures for instructor evaluation
are outside the scope of this evaluation.

14) Do CLECs have proper input
into the evaluation of the
instructors? (TSD Sectlon 6.4.3.2)

Y https/ www.q
west.com/wh
olesale train
ng feedback
html

CLECs are provided with instructor
evaluation forms at the conclusion of every
class. Additionally, CLECs are free to
submit evaluations to Qwest through their
account management team.

15) Does Qwest have a structured
method for evaluating instructor
performance? (TSD Section
6.4.3 2)

Y NA An instructor evaluation is part of the course
evaluation form distributed by the instructors
at the end of each class.

Qwest's internal methods for evaluating
instructor performance were not exarmned by
CGE&Y.

16) Did the Pseudo-CLEC
personnel that received the IMA-
GUI training believe that it was
effective in preparing them to use

y- with
exception

N/A The IMA-GUI "Hands-On" class was
effective in training users on the use of the
system.
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TSD Objective and
Section Reference

Objediive
Satisfied?

Source Comments

the IMA-GUI interface? (TSD
Section 6.4.3.2)

Exceptions:

> Pseudo-CLEC personnel attended the
MA "Classic" (i.e., non-hands-on)

course. Since the class was not hands-
on, the users from the Pseudo-CLEC
were not able to practice different
ordering scenarios. User feedback of the
course ranged from "not useful" to
"somewhat useful." This class is
acceptable for those users not requiring
an in-depth IMA-GUI class, such as
supervisory personnel.

* J
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4

5.4 Interface Development - EDI/IMA-GUI
This evaluation examined the documentation, specifications and consultative assistance
provided by Qwest to CLECs for use in building an EDI interface or installing the IMA-
GUI interface. An evaluation of the test environment that Qwest provides CLECs for
testing their EDI and EB-TA interfaces was also included. Additionally, HPC evaluated
a CLEC's ability 'to integrate pre-order data elements into order transactions.

Per the MTP Section 7.2 and the TSD Section 6. 1 , the interface development evaluation
included the following activities:

Review and evaluation of all available docu1nentation61
ObservatiOn and evaluatioN of Qwest processes and procedures supporting CLEC
EDI, EB~TA & Billing interface development and implementation efforts
Review and evaluation of Qwest's EDI cooperative testing procedures and its
testing environments

EDI Development Process

The EDI development process used by Qwest is well documented and followed in
practice. The process, drawn from Qwest's EDI Implementation Guide
(http1//www.uswest.com/wholesale/ima/edi/downloads/EDI_ImplementationGuide1in__0
10301 .doc), consists of the following:

r

94*§ Project Initiation Discussions

According to the Qwest EDI Implementation Guide, thepumose of the these
discussions is to "to provide both the co-provider and Qwest with a clear understanding
of the objectives during the implementation of EDI trading capabilities. These
discussions also provide a forum for communicating a general description of the

Sr http://www.qwest.com/wholesalc/ima/edi/index.hLml and HPC EDI Report
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interface and an overview of the implementation process, for identifying and
distributing applicable documentation, and for determining the specific EDI transactions
to be implemented."

Qwest and the CLEC hold an initial meeting, at which the following activities take
place:

Give general overview of the Qwest IMA-EDI interface
Review Qwest data transport requirements
Introduce team members and identify roles and responsibilities
Identify the objectives and scope of the implementation
Identify implementation timeframes and the EDI interface release against which
implementation will be performed
`Review the EDI Implementation Guide and implementation processes
Review documentation
Establish administrative/housekeeping guidelines

Project Plan Development and Agreement

The next phase in the process is the joint creation and negotiation of a project plan. The
respective Qwest and CLEC project managers are responsible for adhering to this plan
once it has been put into effect, and any changes to it must be jointly discussed,
negotiated, and agreed to following the same process as the initial negotiation.

The execution of a project plan is a prerequisite to the beginning of the development
effort. f ,

The project plan includes the following phases, at a minimum:

•

•

•

•

•

Initiation discussions
Requirements review
Circullt installation/coiifiguration
Test data development
Interoperability testing
Certification testing
Production turn-up

According to Qwest, a typical project plan will be createdfor one to three products. If a
CLEC wishes to implement several products, Qwest suggests that the CLEC start with
the most important ones based on its business plan. The other products will be
implemented in a phased approach, each receiving its own project plan.

Throughout the life of each prob act,~there will be regular (typically weekly) conference
calls between Qwest and the CLEC to monitor and discuss the progress of the project.

9000 Requirements Review
Version 2.0 375



Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

The first phase to occur after the project plan is implemented is the Requirements
Review. According to Qwest, the purpose of the review is to assist the CLEC in:

Developing and defining the business processes and procedures necessary tO support
the use of the IMA-EDI interface
Developing the appropriate documentation (i .e . ,  methods andprocedures) necessary
to support the use of the IMA-EDI interface by co-provider personnel
Performing any necessary database gap analysis for the purpose of ensuring that al l
required, optional and conditional data fields within the EDI transactions can be
successful ly populated
Identify ing appropriate data values
Defining co-provider internal business processes

Also included in the Requirements Review is a review of Qwest's EDI requirements,
contained in the EDI Disclosure Document (http://www.uswest.com/disclosures). The
"I-Charts," located within the EDI Disclosure Document, contain detailed developer-
level EDI requirements on a product-by-product basis.

The EDI Disclosure Document contains a chapter for each product. Each chapter
contains the fol lowing sections:

4

Business Description: provides a general  overview of the product, outl ines
dependencies and constraints, and describes the OBF forms to be used when
ordering a particular product .
Business Model : describes the transactions that comprise the complete transaction
cycle for a particular product and presents the sequence in which transactions wil l
be exchanged
Trading Partner Access Information: outl ines data values for the ISland GS
segments, describes del imiter use, and indicates the standards version upon which a
transaction is based '
Mapping Examples: defines the syntax and structure of the EDI transaction set
Data Dictionary: offers a description of the individual EDI segments and elements
that are contained within a particular transaction set .
Appendices: contain the developer worksheets defining the business rules and data
values

CLECs are also provided with Developer Worksheets, which go hand-in-hand with the
EDI Disclosure Document. According to Qwest, "the Qwest Developer WorksheetS
provide the co-provider with the Qwest business rules to al low the co-provider to
correctly generate Qwest EDI requests. The Developer Worksheets summarize the
business mies for each field in the interface by order form. In the Developer
Worksheets, al l  OBF forms used for a product are described with the mies regarding
how each field is used These rules include the usage for the f ield, the business rules,
the field length, the field characteristics, and the valid values."
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During the Requirements Review, any questions the CLEC has regarding Qwest's EDI
requirements wil l  be captured by Qwest on an issues log and reviewed at the next
regularly  scheduled conference c a l l . `

4
o f
O Circuit Installation

Before EDI connectivity can be established, the CLEC must order a dedicated circuit to
connect to Qwest's data center either in Denver, Colorado, or Omaha, Nebraska; The
bandwidth requirements for this circuit are dependent upon the projected number of
concurrent users the CLEC expects to have interfacing with the system. CLECshave
the option of ordering a T-1, fractional T-1, or 56k dial-up line.

One potential  roadblock arises at the next point in the process. Again, to quote from
Qwest's EDI Implementation Guide:

"The co-provider's circuit will need to be connected to the Qwest router located at One
of the two data centers. This may require an internal circuit order to be issued, and
provisioning can take approximately 30 to 45 days from the date the request is correctly
submitted. The internal order will not be placed until a Qwest circuit ID, Qwest order
number, and a due date are provided by the co-provider to the appropriate Qwest
connectivity contact. This information identifies the terminating point of the C04
Provider's incoming circuit."

This means that it will take Qwest 30 to 45 days to complete internal Work after the
CLEC receives a FOC/Design Layout Request (DLR) for the dedicated circuit into the
data center and submits the information to Qwest. If a CLEC does not begin this
process near the beginning of the EDI development process, testing could very well be
delayed until the Connectivity work is completed.

4
o*~» Test Data Development

To prepare for interoperabil ity testing, the CLEC must prepare test scenarios and test
cases and submit them to Qwest in the form of a Scenario Summary for review.
Qwest's Scenario Surmnary and scenario order/pre-order templates are used by the
CLEC to outl ine al l  the scenarios to be tested along with their expected responses and
the actual test scenario data. The summary should contain the actual data the CLEC
intends to use on the EDI transaction.

r

One important note must be made here. Although these orders do not pass through to
Qwest's production environment and wil l  not be provisioned, Qwest requires the use of
real customer data in these test scenarios.

e

According to Qwest's documentation, the scenario review process for interoperability
testing will occur as follows: "
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The CLEC generates the Scenario Summary, which is the set of scenarios Ir intends
to test and each scenario's antic ipated responses. The CLEC also generates each
individual test scenario as i t is outl ined on the Scenario Summary.
Qwest reviews the Scenario Summary and the individual  test scenarios according to
the guidelines established in the Scenario Review Process section of the EDI
Implementation Guide .
The CLEC fixes the Scenario Summary and/or scenarios based upon any comments
and resubmits them for review. ,
Tasks 2 and 3 repeat until  the scenarios are correct.
The CLEC sends copies of the Final version of the scenarios to Qwest. This version
of the scenarios should match the EDI transaction to be sent.

Qwest's review of the Scenario Summary includes the following:

The address will be validated
The AN will be validated
The BAN will be validated ,
The order wil l  be reviewed to ensure that al l  necessary f ields are populated
correctly. This includes verifying that al l  business rules, as outl ined in the
appropriate re lease-specif ic  Disclosure Document's Developer Worksheets, were
fol lowed .
USO Cs will  be reviewed to ensure that they are formatted correctly

Interoperabil i ty Testing

Interoperabil ity testing occurs once connectivity has been established and verif ication
has been made that gateway software is operational . Interoperabil i ty testing is used to
validate the results of EDI development, its purpose is to ensure that a CLEC can
successfully and correctly generate EDI transactions, and receive and correctly process
the EDI responses it receives from Qwest systems.

As previously stated, interoperabil i ty testing requires the use of val id data. All
interoperabil ity orders are subjected to the same edits as a production order. Therefore,
in order to submit successful Orders during interoperability testing, valid account data
must be supplied and used by the CLEC.

Once certain entrance criteria are satisf ied (e.g., test summary review completed,
connectivity establ ished, and gateway software tested), interoperabil i ty testing can
begin. The interoperabi l i ty  test process is executed as fol lows:

Qwest and the CLEC agree on a time period for testing
During this time on testing days, the interoperability test environment will be
available for interoperability testing '
The CLEC sends test 850 and 860 transactions
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At the end of the testing period each testing day, a testing cal l  wil l  be established
The testing cal l  provides an opportunity for CLEC and Qwest testing representatives
to interact and discuss the testing for the day
Qwest generates test 855 and 865 transactions

r

Interoperability testing is considered complete when the following criteria have been
met:

Completed al l  agreed upon interoperabi l i ty  test scenarios '
Demonstrated abil i ty of the CLEC to send val id 850 and 860 transactions
Demonstrated abil i ty of the CLEC to receive 997, 855 and 865 transactions as
identif ied in the interoperabi l i ty  Scenario Summary
Demonstrated abil ity of the CLEC to generate 997 transactions in response to Qwest
855 and 865 transactions, as identif ied in the interoperabil i ty scenario summary
Demonstrated abil ity of the CLEC to notify the end user of responses generated by
Qwest, to indicate whether the sent transaction was successful ly processed
Demonstrated abil ity of the CLEC to detect transaction processing fai lure within
any component of the CLEC EDI environment

\

4
O * O Certification Testing

Certification testing is performed after the completion of interoperability testing.
According to Qwest, "the certification testing process is designed to validate the ability
of the co-provider to transmit EDI data that completely meets X12 standards definitions
and complies with all Qwest business rules. Certification testing consists of the
controlled submission of true account information to the Qwest production .
environment. Qwest treats these orders as production orders. Qwest and the co-
provider use certification testing results to determine operational readiness."

As with interoperability testing, 'a Scenario Summary review is conducted prior to
beginning certification testing.

The orders involved in certif ication testing are considered l ive orders. They pass into
Qwest's production systems, and are provisioned and instal led.

The testing proceeds as follows, per the EDI Implementation Guide:

Qwest and the CLEC agree on a time period for testing.
During this time on testing days, the certification test environment will be available
for certification testing.
The CLEC sends test 850 and 860 transactions, which have been reviewed by
Qwest .
Qwest monitors the test environment during the testing period, processes any
received orders appropriately , and sends al l  appropriate responses.

g
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At the end of the testing period each testing day, a testing cal l  wil l  be established.
The testing cal l  provides an opportunity for CLEC and Qwest testing representatives
to interact and discuss the testing for the day.

Certif ication testing is considered complete when the following criteria have. been met:

•

Completed al l  agreed upon interoperabi l i ty  test scenarios
Demonstrated abil i ty of the CLEC to send val id 850 and 860 transactions
Demonstrated abil i ty of the CLEC to receive 997 , 855 and 865 transactions as
identif ied in the interoperabi l i ty  Scenario Summary
Demonstrated abil ity of the CLEC to generate 997 transactions in response to Qwest
855 and 865 transactions, as identif ied in the interoperabil i ty scenario summary
Demonstrated abil i ty of the CLEC to notify the end user of responses generated by
Qwest, to indicate whether the sent transaction was successi i i l ly  processed
Demonstrated abil ity of the CLEC to detect transaction processing fai lure within
any component of the CLEC EDI environment

Migration and Recertif ication

When a new EDI release is implemented, CLECs have six months during which to
migrate to the new release before the old one is retired.

Currently , CLECs are required to re-accomplish certif ication testing each time a new
version is re leased. This is accomplished on a product-by-product basis, i f  a particular
product's business and transaction rules have not changed in a new release,
recertif ication is not required.

The CLEC community has entered CR# 4661383 to request that it not be required to
recertify for every new EDI release. Qwest has stated that if  a CLEC is migrating from
one version to the next without any new products or services, recertif ication testing is
optional . If  new products are involved, the CLEC must complete recertif ication on the
new products only .

For further concerns regarding the test environment issue, please see Section 5.4.2,
"Interviews" of this document. '

5.4.1 Questionnaires

Questionnaires regarding Qwest interface developrnent62 were sent to all of the
CLECs whose names appear on the CICMP attendance sheets since the '
beginning of the process. Forma] responses were received from only six ,
CLECs, although informal responses were received via te lephone cal ls and e-
mails throughout the evaluation process.

1

sz CGE&H Archive File: RME #6 -. CLEC Questionnaire RE: Qwest Interface Development
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Questionnaire responses general ly agreed with the results of the overal l
evaluation. Specif ical ly , partic ipants fe lt that the process is wel l  def ined, more
than adequately documented, wel l  administered, and die technical  special ists
involved are very knowledgeable and helpful . The largest and most consistent
complaint about the process is the lack of a testing environment that mirrors
production systems.

Additional  interview comments are summarized below:

U

CI

D

Cl

EL

D

Many respondents stated that because Qwest deviates from the LSOG and,
in their opinion, does not fully document the business rules associated with
those deviations, creating a seamless EDI interface with Qwest is quite
difficult.
Some respondents complained that the information returned by Qwest's OSS
as a result of EDI pre-order transactions is not in a format that al lows easy
integration into the order transactions. One example cited is that end-user
address information obtained from the Customer Service Record (CSR) must
be parsed before being usable in an LSR transaction.
Because the current Qwest testing process requires human monitoring and
intervention, CLECs are l imited in the time of day and days of the week
during which they can submit test transactions.
Some respondents felt that the project plan process was too rigid and
bureaucratic, not responding smoothly enough to changes .
A11 respondents felt that Qwest's EDI design documentation was not
released far enough in advance for them to adequately code their own
systems to accommodate Qwest's changes. This issue is discussed at length
in Section 5.6, "Qwest Co-Provider Industry Change Management PrOcess"
of this document. .
Some of those that responded reiterated their desire to not have to recertify
with Qwest after every new release. This is, again, related to the lack Of an
automated test environment and is discussed above in Section 5.4, "Interface
Development .-. EDI/IMA-GUI" of this document..

5.4.2 Interviews
No formal interviews were conducted with Qwest EDI development personnel,
except in the context of the CICMP process.

R

CGE&Y conducted interviews with personnel from a participating CLEC
responsible for EDI development and testing. Those interviewed felt that
Qwest's EDI testing process should become the model that all other RBOCs
follow. They felt that Qwest's testing personnel were very helpful,
knowledgeable, and willing to work with the CLECs. Further, the participating
CLEC's perception of the development process supported CGE&Y's finding
regarding the timeliness of the release of EDI design documentation - that final
documentation is not released early enough before a system change. This was
the subject of AZIWOl078, discUssed in Section 5.5 of this report. The CLEC
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personnel are optimistic that the re-design of Qwest's CMP will alleviate this
issue. ,

5.4.3 Documentation

The documentation review for EDI/interface development included the
following documents:

l

No major problems were noted with Qwest's EDI-related documentation since
the re-design of the website during the summer of 2000. Prior to that dire were
navigation problems with the website, and certain documents, particularly the
EDI Disclosure Document were impossible to find if their locations were not
known. These problems have all been addressed. The re-design of this portion
of the Qwest website has made it much easier to navigate and find required
documentation.

Pseudo-CLEC Experience
\

The summary below is based upon the following final reports of the IMA-GUI
and the EDI connection, development, and certification processes developed by
HPC: ,

"EDI Connectivity Report for 271 TeSt Generator" -. Version 6.0
"MA EDI 6.0 Migration Report for 271 Test Generator" -. Version 2.0
"IMA~GUI Interface Report for 271 Test Generator" - Version 3.0
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"EB-TA Specif ication Report for 271 Test Generator" - Version 2.0
"12-Step Process Report for 271 Test Generator" -- Final Version, Supplement

III (Bi l l ing)
"PreOrder to Order Summary Report for 271 Test Generator" -- Version 2.0

o404 EDI

The focus of the EDI Connectivity Testing assessment was to evaluate the
quality of processes, documented specif ications and technical support provided
for CLECs to understand and implement an IMA-EDI gateway to the Qwest
OSS environment. The testing assessment was comprised of  three primary
phases: a review of the Qwest business rules and transaction standards,
construction of an IMA-EDI gateway interface and validation testing of the
establ ished gateway. The process for implementing the gateway was Outl ined
by the Qwest IMA-EDI Implementation Guidel ines document. The IMA-EDI
Implementation Guidelines document outl ines the schedule, requirements, tests,
Qwest support agreements and necessary steps for deploying a successful
gateway interface to the Qwest OSS. The process described by this document
was used as the basis for conducting the EDI Connectivity Testing assessment.

Overall , 86 test scenarios were executed in order to validate the established
interface. For organizational purposes, these scenarios were grouped into three
transaction type arenas: pre-order, order and post-order. In order to successfully
complete the validation/testing phase of the EDI Connectivity Testing
assessment, al l  scenarios required a confirmed completion of al l  the
interoperabi l i ty  and certif ication test's exit criteria. Untested scenarios
classif ied as "Not Applicable" were reviewed and approved by the joint Qwest
and HPC EDI implementation team.

HPC fol lowed the Qwest recommended testing schedule for CLECs. The
interoperabi l i ty  test was completed over the course of 35 weeks. Testing was
conducted two hours a day, f ive days a week. Testing issues that prevented the
successful completion of a test scenario were documented and submitted as
IWis using the  CGE&Y IWO template .  The IWO template  provided a standard
for detai l ing the specif ic testing issues and error results. Once Qwest
determined that the issue did require a change in documentation, software or
processes, the issue was translated into a Qwest internal CR. The CRS were then
used internally by Qwest to determine the necessary updates to Qwest
documentation, Software or processes.

HPC was able to complete all of the tests for many of the scenarios requiring
CRs by executing a work-around during the testing cycle. Work-arounds were
temporary fixes associated with a specific scenario allowing for the full .
completion of the exercising tests. HPC and Qwest jointly developed work-
arounds that required temporary changes to the processes, test data, test scripts
and/or the implementation software for the IMA-EDI Gateway. Once the CRs
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associated with these work-arounds were completed and the necessary fixes
were made, Qwest sent a notification to the HPC testing group requesting that
specific scenarios relating to the submitted CRs be retested using the original
testing procedures.

Scenarios with unresolved CRs maintained an "open/incomplete" status. Once
all associated Qwest CRs were resolved, the scenario was to be retested, and
upon successiill completion of all tests, the scenario would assume a
"closed/complete" status. Qwest did not provide a defined process or schedule
for ensuring the resolution of submitted CRs. (AZIWOl 174) Qwest assured .
HPC that all open CRs would be resolved within the next release of EDI
software, version 7.0, tentatively scheduled for release June l, 2001. Once the
version 7.0 EDI software was released, HPC retested the "open" scenarios. As a
result of the IWO, Qwest verified that there were no "open" Pseudo-CLEC CRs
in version 7.0. As a result, the IWO was closed.

During the validation/testing phase, HPC submitted ten IWis for unresolved
IMA-EDI Qwest software errors. Qwest acknowledged all of the submitted
IWis as CRs and developed the necessary modifications to resolve the issues.
Seventy~five of the eighty-six tested scenarios were completed successfully, the
remaining eleven scenarios maintain an open status.

To highlight the CLEC experience with Qwest, key obseWations made during
HPC's engagement with Qwest are outlined below:

> The EDI connectivity process described in the Qwest IMA-EDI
Implementation Guidelines provided a very comprehensive framework for
implementing the IMA-EDI gateway interface

> Qwest's staff was very knowledgeable in the Qwest IMA-EDI methodology
and requirements

> There was no clearly identified process for communicating software changes
that were outside of a scheduled MA software release. These updates were
implemented without a specification identifying the specific modifications

> There was no clearly defined process or schedule given for closing CRs
associated with scenarios after the completion of the EDI connectivity
process

> Qwest did not provide a test bed for exercising CLEC-side IMA-EDI
transaction components. HPC was unable to properly exercise test harness
developments prior to entering interoperability and certification test phases .

> Deviations of the Qwest business rules and transaction standards from the
LSOG3 standard were not thoroughly documented

> The Qwest product certification process did not did not cover parallel
product certifications. A process modification was necessary in order for
HPC to certify nine products in parallel. The Qwest product certification
process is constructed for handling product certifications serially.
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Further observations are summarized in the following paragraphs.

Qwest Deviations from Industry Standards

Overall, the Qwest business mies and transaction standards remained relatively
consistent with industry standards. However, there were some issues uncovered
during the EDI Connectivity Testing that identified some variances between the
Qwest standards and industry standards. The following points give an overview
of the specific issues.

>
>

>

>
>

>

>

> If mandatory data was missing in the Qwest outbound mappings, Qwest
would send syntactically incorrect EDI data. Qwest assumed all mandatory
data would be present, and only mapped to the expected data. There
appeared to be no "if-then-else" logic to verify that the mandatory data were
present.
A few minor mapping errors were identified in Qwest's outbound mapping.
In some cases, Qwest did not re-send data transactions that required a
repeated response. For example, in the CSR query transaction, a response
transaction containing multiple matches only received one REFNUM
transaction response. For this query transaction the REFNUM should have
been sent multiple times. Because of this variance from the industry
standards, HPC was not able to select from multiple return matches in order
to execute another CSR query to retrieve an exact match.

> HPC found that in some cases expected data was not returned in the
response.
HPC found in one instance, data submitted in aninquim was not returned as
expected in the response transaction.
HPC found that in some cases more than the expected data was returned.
HPC found that in one instance additional data that was not required by
industry standards was needed in the Query in order to get a valid response.
DiscrepancieS between field usage in the Qwest business rules and the data
mapping EDI were identified. For example, in one instance, data required
by the EDI was specified as "Not Used" in the business rules.
HPC found in one instance that data returned in a field did not match the
business rule description for that field.

EDI Connectivity Issues

The Qwest EDI Connectivity processes and gateway specifications were well
documented. The level of detail and specificity included in the Qwest EDI
Implementation Guidelines and Disclosure Document provided HPC with a
step-by-step guide in undergoing the EDI Connectivity process and configuring
the gateway interface. The Qwest EDI Implementation Guidelines outlined the
project initiation and development phases, as well as the EDI Connectivity
project schedule, testing requirements and change management process for
software upgrades. Detailed information on the EDI data mapping

5
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requirements, transaction process descriptions, routing specif ications, business
rules and networking standards was provided in the Qwest Disclosure
Document. The Disclosure Document also included information on the specif ic
deviations of the Qwest business rules from industry standards, however, HPC
determined that these deviations were not thoroughly represented. Overal l , HPC
found the Qwest provided documentation to be very thorough and beneficial  in
explaining and facil itating the entire EDI Connectivity process .

Qwest provided timely and accurate support throughout the course of the EDI
Connectivity  testing assessment project. Qwest's EDI staff  was very
knowledgeable in the IMA-EDI methodology and requirements, and they were
very involved in faci l i tating the overal l  EDI Connectivity process. The s t a f f
assisted in creating the prob et schedule, conducted meetings and developed
meeting minutes. The meetings with Qwest were conducted on a weekly  basis
to focus on the project schedule, EDI business requirements, technical
requirements and testing issues. During the weekly  meetings, Qwest was able  to
clearly articulate the Qwest business and technical requirements for the project
and provide detai led explanations as needed. Qwest was also wi l l ing to research
specif ic issues which could not be resolved during the meetings, and they were
able to provide answers in a thorough and timely fashion. HPC found the level
of support provided by Qwest to be very helpful in ensuring the success and
timely completion of the EDI Connectivity process.

4 ..

HPC identif ied the fol lowing process issues while undergoing EDI Certif ication:

The Qwest process did not appear to have the flexibil ity to handle the
paral le l  certif ication of multiple products. The Qwest certif ication testing
process requires that co=providers undergo scenario testing for products in a
serial  fashion. Serial  testing involves testing products on both pre-order and
order scenarios on a one by one basis, the product being tested must be
completely certif ied before testing the next product. HPC acted as a Pseudo-
CLEC taking an aggressive approach to setting up the EDI gateway interface
and to quickly certifying many products and services to offer to their `
customers. HPC wanted to set up a total of nine products and services.
Undergoing this multiple product certif ication using the Qwest product
certif ication process would have taken an unacceptable amount of time. In
order to accomplish the aggressive product certif ication plan that HPC
wanted to execute, i t was necessary that HPC deviate from the Qwest
defined certification process to conduct certification testing for the multiple
products in paral le l . The pre-order scenarios were executed for every
product, and then the order scenarios were executed for all  the products.
This a p p r o a c h gave HPC the flexibil ity to set up multiple products in a
timely manner without experiencing the potential  delays caused by a
pending product Certif ication completion. Qwest has since put procedures
into place to rectify this deficiency.
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The Qwest Connectivity process did not include a clearly defined protocol or
schedule for closing open CRs associated with scenarios after the completion
of the EDI Connectivity process. Although Qwest has committed to
resolving al l  open CRS associated with HPC's 271 testing effort in their next
release of the EDI software, Release 7.0, there appears to be no defined
schedule that identif ies the specif ic timeframes in which co-providers could
expect resolution of opened CRs. There was also no standard co-provider
notif ication l ist that specified which co-providers would be notif ied of the
specif ic  CR f ixes. It appears as if  some of the CR f ixes could be completed
at any point after the EDI Connectivity process, and co-providers would not
necessari ly  be made aware of the specif ic CRs that have been resolved.
Release notes do not always indicate al l  CR f ixes.

There was no clearly def ined process for communicating software changes
that were implemented outside of the scheduled EDI software point releases
(6.0 , 6 .1 , e tc .) .  Between-point re lease modif ications were implemented
without a specif ication identify ing the specif ic  changes. Often times
"between-release" CRs were resolved without a direct communication from
Qwest to HPC. (AZIWOI 127) Qwest responded that i t was taking internal
steps to insure that the process is consistently fol lowed. The IWO was
closed.

Qwest did not provide a test bed for exercising CLEC-side EDI transaction
components. HPC was unable to properly  exercise test harness
developments prior to entering interoperabil ity and certif ication test phases.
The absence of a test environment including a test database required that
HPC submit val id account data that was present in the Qwest legacy
environment. This might cause signif icant setbacks for co-providers who
did not possess their own account data. In order to complete product
certif ication, the CLEC would have to possess account order data for every
.product being certif ied. If there were certain products for which the CLEC
did not possess val id customer order information, the CLEC would have to
delay testing until  they attained a valid customer order for that particular
product. The absence of a test bed also required that a Qwest EDI support
agent monitor the co-provider by phone during interoperabil ity and
certif ication testing periods. Co-provider interoperabil i ty and certif ication
testing was conducted two hours a day, f ive days a week. This gave HPC a
very l imited window to test i ts EDI gateway developments. (AZIWOIO44)
In response to the IWO, Qwest developed a Stand-Alone Test Environment
(SATE) for use by CLECs during EDI certi f ication. SATE was made
avai lable  on August 1 , 2001. The IWO was c losed.

IMA-GUI

Currently the IMA-GUI application must be accessed by one of two connection
methods: dial-up or direct connect. The application itself  is web-based and
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requires a Netscape browser to run. The two connections are very common, and
the configuration of the software on the personal computers (PCs) is standard for
both methods .

Prior to using the dial-up method, SecurID cards were ordered through the
account manager. Prior to using the direct connection method, the network
addresses for each of the PCs were forwarded to Qwest for entry into a f irewall
access table .

Dial-Up Connection

Dial-up connection requires a modem, a phone l ine, a SecurID card, a user
login, Netscape Navigator 3.01 or newer software (Netscape Communicator
4.08 or newer software could be used instead) and the Sun Microsystems JAVA
Plug-In 1.2.2. This method for connection is slow and cumbersome. It is slow
because the connection speeds are consistently around 26.4 kbps, which could
be due to the l ine qual ity or the modem speed on Qwest's end. It is cumbersome
because there are two logins: one to authenticate at Qwest's f irewall  and one to
login to the IMA-GUI application.

Direct Connect Connection

Direct connect access requires that a dedicated line be installed connecting the
CLEC and Qwest networks, a user login, Netscape Navigator 3.01 or newer
software (Netscape Communicator 4.08 or newer software could be used
instead) and the Sun Microsystems JAVA Plug-In 1232. During the
conhwration of this connection, information is forwarded that is used to allow
access through Qwest's firewall directly to the IMA-GUI application leaving
only one login required.

This comlection method is much faster and more rel iable . This c ircuit was
instal led and configured to Pass data at Tl speeds, which are around one
megabit per second verses the dial-up running around 26 kbps per second. The
Tl circuit has been stable during almost nine months of testing, with no reported
outages.

Cormectivitv Issues

The dial-up method using the SecurID card was outdated and cumbersome.
Qwest addressed this issue by changing to a digital  certif icate instead of a
SecurID card. A smal l  CLEC could sti l l  use the inexpensive dial-up access,
but~now with the benefit of not requiring the. additional login to authenticate.
The SecurID passcode was not accepted when trying the dial-up method for
connection. It was due to the card not being used within 30 days after
receipt. The cards were reactivated after contacting Qwest's help desk.
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The IMA-GUI pre-order screens appeared to freeze or lock-up. The help
desk was eventual ly able to determine that HPC was not c learing temporary
f i les. These f i les were created by the IMA-GUI appl ication during each
session and eventual ly they affected the performance of the application. The
documentation made no reference to this condition. These temporary f i les
are not useful after a session is completed. HPC created a script that
executed daily to delete these temporary f i les.

MA 6.0 to 7.0 Upgrade Overview - Instal lation Issues

HPC c lose ly  fol lowed the Qwest MA 7.0 Connection Guide when upgrading
the IMA-GUI from version 6.0 to 7.0. The Qwest documentation seemed to
assume that the IMA-GUI was being instal led on computers with No previous
IMA-GUI instal lation.. When attempting to instal l  the 7.0 IMA-GUI on
computers with 6.0 already instal led, i t was discovered that there were
instal lation steps that were not included in the Connection Guide. In order to get
consistent access to the Qwest MA server, i t was necessary to complete ly
uninstal l  previous versions ofnetscape 4.71 and Sun Microsystems's Java
Developer's Kit 1.2.2 and then do a fresh installation of the software.

Oo fO EB-TA

The Pseudo-CLEC evaluated the Qwest documentation and references to
technical specifications that provide the information and conditions for building
the Qwest EB-TA interface and a review of the process required for a CLEC to
develop an EB-TA interface.

The evaluation included a review of all the steps leading up to the completion of
the Joint Implementation Agreement (VIA). There are additional steps required
to build an EB-TA interface that were not within the scope of the Pseudo-
CLEC's evaluation.

Process

A Qwest account manager was previously assigned to the Pseudo-CLEC and
that account manager was contacted to arrange for a meeting or conference call .
A l ist of the cal ls and coverage wil l  be l isted in the 'Items and Activities
Reviewed" section of this document.

\

The Pseudo-CLEC established that it was investigating the viability of building
its own EB-TA interface and that the Pseudo-CLEC would require the
documentation, process, contacts and assistance to accomplish that task.

A log noting responsibi l i ty  for action items was developed. AdditioNally , based
on the results of the first conference call , documents from Qwest arrived via e-
mai l .  A question log was also developed, covering three categories: general  for
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questions pertaining to Qwest or Qwest procedures, questions pertaining to the
VIA, and questions regarding the interface documents.

Substantial  focus was placed upon the JIA. The JIA needs to be modif ied by the
co-provider (CLEC) and as it is an agreement, the HA needs to be in place
before any actual  interface work is undertaken. The JIA contains a wide range
of information that has to be covered before the two companies can establish a
working l ink. The JIA covers the Process for the JIA, change control, business
functions, communication protocol, security, performance, recovery procedures,
testing, schedules, and twelve appendices.

Documentation

A review of the Qwest documentation found that it was sufficient in detailing
the process a CLEC must follow in the development of an EB-TA interface,
though some specific documentation issues, such as unclear terminology and
processes, were noted.

Items and Activities Reviewed:

Co-Provider Maintenance and Repair (JIA)
Qwest Trouble Report Format Descriptions
Qwest / Mediated Access (MEDIACC) Electronic Bonding Trouble
Administration .- Loop Maintenance Operations System (LMOS) to ANSI
Tl .227/228 Standard Attribute Mapping
Qwest / MEDIACC Electronic Bonding Trouble Administration - WFA/C to
ANSI Tl .227/228 Standard Attribute Mapping

The results presented here contain tables l isting the attributes for each area of
review in the left hand column. In the header of the charts are l isted the measure
types for the aMbute. Each f ie ld wil l  contain letters from a corresponding key,
that indicates:

\

S-Satisfactory
Ur-Unsatisfactory with note reference

If the field is blank then it should be assumed that this field was not applicable.
Some tables will be truncated to reflect only the applicable attributes.

Model Joint Implementation Agreement:

At the beginning of the negotiation process, Qwest provided the Pseudo-CLEC
with a Model JIA. This Model JIA provided a framework for change control,
business functions, communication protocol, security, perfonnance, recovery
procedures, testing, schedules, and twelve appendixes_

r
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QWEST / MEDIACC Electronic Bonding Trouble Administration .. LMCS to
ANSI T1 .227/228 Standard - Attribute Mapping:

This is not a stand-alone document. This document is the listing for the
relationship between the ANSI documents TI .227 and TI .228 and the Qwest
LMOS that is used for trouble reporting on residential and small business phone
lines.

L

QWEST / MEDIACC Electronic Bonding Trouble Administration WFA/C to
ANSI T1227/228 Standard Attribute Mapping:

This is not a stand-alone document. This document is the listing for the
relationship between the ANSI documents T1 .227 and T1.228 and the Qwest
Work Force Administration system used by Qwest for trouble reporting on
private line services.
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/4voQ Billing

One of the items of information requested from a CLEC on Qwest's
"New Customer Questionllaire" is the Billing Information delivery
method. It was determined by HPC that it should receive an electronic
tile for DUF, CRIS Bills (EDI transaction 81 l), and LoSs &
Completion Reports. This was requested by HPC on the questionnaire.

HPC notified the Qwest account manager that it wanted to set up the NDM
connection and on March 21 , 2000 HPC received the "Billmate Billing -
Electronic Data Interchange - Customer Guide" from Qwest. This guide is
included in this supplement as Appendix A. The Billmate information outlined
the 811 EDI Transaction used for Electronic CRIS Billing infonnation. HPC
successfully tested DUF receipt on July 6, 2000, Loss & Completion Reports
receipt started on July 18, 2000 and Electronic CRIS Bill receipt started on
September 26, 2000. f

The DUF files and the Loss & Completion reports are delivered daily Monday
through Friday. The CRIS Bills are delivered after each of the monthly billing
cycles (UNE-P, Resale, and Facilities). All information required for Qwest to
log onto HPC's server and deliver the file is contained in the New Customer
Questionnaire. HPC chose NetwOrk Data Mover (NDM) direct connect, as its
preferred delivery method. Qwest delivered seven files each morning one DUF,
three Loss and three Completions. The Loss and Completion files were broken
down by product type UNE-P, Resale and Facility-Based.

HPC only noted one minor issue during DUF file delivery testing. The issue was
that HPC requested an ASCII format and Qwest sent the file in a binary format.
The corrected file was resent and HPC verified that it was readable.

6060 Pre-Order To Order Integration

HPC prepared the Pre-Order to Order Summary Report. This report documents
the analysis used to determine if the data definitions (i.e., Tomi, fonnat, content,
usage and meaning) between pre-ordering and ordering elements enable
integration from pre-order transactions into order transactions without requiring
translation, or reconfiguration of the data elements.

This report focused on combination of five products and three activities. .

The five products reviewed were :

•

•

Plain Old Telephone Service (POTS) Resale
Unbundled Network Elements-Platform (UNE-P)
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UNE Loop Service '
Loop Service with Number Portability
Number Portability

These products were reviewed with regard to one or more of the three activities
listed below:

•

•

•

Conversion As Is
Conversion As Specified
New Install

The Pre-Order responses examined were those transactions Qwest requires to be
performed prior to submitting orders for the product and activities mentioned
previously. The analysis specifically examined a CLEC's ability to use data
elements on an Order, without manipulation, received from Qwest on the
associated pre-order responses.

The Pre-Order transaction responses reviewed were :

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

Address Validation
Appointment Scheduling
Connecting Facility Assignment
Customer Service Record
Facility Availability
Service Availability
TN Reservation

The HPC analysis was a three-step process. First HPC identified the Order data
elements for the selected Product/Activity (i.e., Order) combinations that were
the target of the analysis. This included a determination of the appropriate
Qwest Interconnect Charts (I-Charts) to be used for the analysis. In addition, the
appropriate PreOrder transactions were associated with each Order.

Second, HPC determined the Order data elements that were to be provided by
Qwest (via the preorder responses) and those that were to be provided by the
CLEC. For purposes of this analysis, any data provided by the CLEC's
customer (i.e., the end user) was considered to be data provided by the CLEC.
Additionally, HPC used the I-Charts to determine if the Order data elements
were required, conditional, optional, prohibited, or not required. At this point,
those data elements that were prohibited or not required were excluded from the
analysis.

Third, HPC mapped the pre-order data elements to Order data elements and
noted any data definition (i.e., form, format, content, usage, and meaning) issues
that were identified during this step.
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HPC Observations

As a result of their analysis, HPC made the following observations:

A Qwest pre-order data element field length is significantly larger than the
length of an order data element. However, HPC has not observed any
instance where the length of a pre-order data element's value exceeds the
length of the Order data element.
Order data element Held types fell within the pre-order data element field
types (e.g., when a pre-order data element was numeric then the
corresponding order data element was either numeric or alphanumeric.
Two order data elements, CFA and Account Number required manipulation
of one or more pre-order data elements.

HPC concluded that the data definitions (i.e., form, format, content, usage and
meaning) between pre-ordering and ordering elements, excluding the exceptions
noted above, do not require translation, or reconfiguration of the data elements
when integrating pre-order transactions into order transactions. Therefore HPC's
assessment is that CLECs can utilize Qwest's EDI pre-order transactions to
submit an order without data manipulation.

CGE&Y has reviewed the HPC documentation on pre-order to order integration
and is in agreement with the HPC conclusions.

5.4.4 Results

CGE&Y identifies the following deficiency in the EDI/interface development
process followed by Qwest:

Cl Qwest does not provide a fully automated testing environment that mirrors
its production environment (AZIW01044).

The presence of a test environment that mirrors production, even in the absence
of trading partners, is a fundamental tenet of software development. With
trading partners involved, the issue of a testing environment becomes even more
critical. Trading partners aside, however, in the absence of such an environment
how does Qwest test its own internal development effort to ensure validity
before releasing it to the user community at large?

The current environment works to the extent that transactions can be generated
and received, but only through human intervention to ensure that orders do not
pass through to the production environment. As a result, some of the responses
a CLEC should expect from the Qwest system are manually generated and a
time delay often occurs.

1

It must be noted at this point that for pre-order transactions, real-time responses
are received because the Qwest systems interfaced with are the production
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systems. Therefore, CLECs can "test" pre-order transactions without having to
worry about a test environment.

The drawbacks to the current system are:

EJ

l

CI

U

U

Delayed production tum-up: CLECs are Obligated to obtain "l ive" accounts
as a means to certify EDI. This process is time-consuming and would be
unnecessary if  a test bed of accounts were avai lable.
CLECs may be forced to utilize newly established customers for the testing
of EDI. Any problems with the customer's service will be seen as the fault
of the CLEC and not the ILEC.
Qwest's policy for certification testing places its entire production
environment at risk;
CLECs are rel iant on Qwest's documented requirements to build their side
of the interface and it may be only during testing that f laws in
documentation are recognized.

The benefits and issues associated with the creation of such a testing
environment, as already mentioned elsewhere in this report, are:

D

D

o

D

D

Qwest would be able to more fully and reliably test its internal EDI
development efforts before putting them into production, thus largely
eliminating many bugs that are currently discovered only after the
production move.
CLECs would not have to rely on the tightly controlled availability of Qwest
testing personnel.
Interoperability and recertification testing could be conducted much more
quickly and efficiently.
Qwest would not have to expend so many resources on CLEC interface
during the testing process.
Qwest would no longer be putting mission critical  systems at potential  risk.

Update - August 2001.

On August l, 2001, Qwest rolled out an EDI test bed called the Stand Alone
Test Environment (SATE). This environment was designed to provide
functionality for CLECs and third party vendors to conduct progression (i.e.,
interoperability) testing, regression testing, and adhoc testing associated with
development efforts. CLECs have the option of using the SATE for the
interoperability testing phase of the EDI development cycle, or continuing to use
the "interoperability environment" that was Qwest's fanner test environment.
Following the implementation of the SATE, CGE&Y was able to close
AZlWOl 044.

.f

CGE&Y made no formal evaluation of the SATE as part of its Arizona 271
evaluation of Qwest's OSS. ,
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According to Qwest, the SATE consists of the version of the EDI gateway being
tested, including an EDI translator, and a "stubbing system."63 The EDI
gateway is a ful ly functioning version, with the exception that certain edits are
turned off . These edits are primari ly the ones used to determine whether an LSR
requires manual handling. Turning off the edits, according to Qwest, in no way
affects acceptance of a function performed by a CLEC. The EDI gateway sends
Application Programming Interface (API) cal ls to the "stubbing system" instead
of Qwest production systems. Using i ts own local  database, the "stubbing
system" provides responses consistent to those that the production back-end
systems would ordinari ly  provide. The EDI gateway and EDI translator then
send back the appropriately formatted EDI transactions to the CLEC system.

/

Also according to Qwest, the SATE does not mimic the f low-through process or
the timing of responses in the production environment. Pre-order responses and
Business Process Layer (BPL) errors are system-generated in real-time from
SATE. For a CSR transaction requesting CSR return via e-mai l  or Fi le  Transfer
Protocol (FTP), the appropriate 855 response wil l  be generated. The actual  CSR
will  not be sent via e-mail or FTP.

The following transactions, and al l  EDI transactions associated with them, are
included in the initial release of the EDI SATE:

Pre-Order

Address Validation (Numbered Addresses only)
Appointment Scheduling
Cancel TN/Appointment
Connecting Facility Assignment `
Facility Availability (Unbundled ADSL, Convert POTS to Unbundled Loop,
POTS)
Meet Point Query
Raw Loop Data Query
Customer Service Record Query64
Service Availability
TN Reservation Query (with TNSR following)

Order

•

•

•

•

Centrex Plus
Directory Listing Only
Local Number Portability
Loop with Number Portability (LNP only)

as Information concerning the design of Qwest's SATE is contained in Qwest's "White Paper on MA EDI Stand Alone Test Environment,
Version l.0l" dated 06/18/0 l
64 FTP or e-mail requests will not be returned, the appropriate 855 response will be returned.
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l) Are Qwest processes,
intervals and communications
activities that are conducted
during the development of an
EDI, EB-TA or Billing
interface to Qwest's OSS or
implementing a Qwest IMA-
GUI interface to Qwest carried
out in accordance with the
Qwest processes and
procedures published and
available ro the CLECs

Y http://www.uswest.
com/wholesale/ima
/eds/downloads/ED
I_ImplementationG
uidelin_0 I0301 .doc

and

http://www.uswesL
com/wholesale/cic
mp/downloads/cic
mpProcess.doc

The EDI Implementation Guide provides a
comprehensive description of all the
processes and, to some extent, the time
intervals involved in the EDI development
process. Included are processes for project
plan development, requirements review,
circuit installation and tum-up, cooperative
testing, and recertification.

The release of EDI design documents is
being negotiated through the Change
Management Process re-design effort. At
the beginning of the process Qwest
proposed that it would adhere to the OBF
2233 proposal which calls for the release
of draw design documentation 66 calendar
days prior to a release and final

z I I

r
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•

•

•

•

•

POTS Resale
Shared Loop
Unbundled Loop
UNE-P Centrex
UNE-P POTS

Post Order

•

•

•

•

•

FOC
Completion
Reject
Jeopardy
Status Updates

When a CLEC enters the testing phase of its development process, it can choose
to proceed using Qwest's traditional "interoperability environment" (i.e., the
environment that existed prior to the development of the SATE), or it can
choose to use the SATE. The administrative processes associated with both of
these testing approaches (e.g., the development and approval of a set of test
scenarios, the reporting of test results) is very similar for both. The primary
difference in the two approaches is in the level of coordination required between
the CLEC and Qwest, using the SATE requires considerably less coordination
than the interoperability approach. Whichever approach is used during the
testing phase, controlled production testing is still required before a CLEC can
begin using the EDI system in production.

The following table contains specific findings cross-referenced with CGE&Y's
Arizona TSD objectives:
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TSD Objective and
Section Reference

Objective
Satisfied?

Source Comments

documentation 45 calendar days prior.

This topic has not reached a consensus
state among the core re-design team, but
CGE&Y considers the OBF proposal to be
a reasonable timeframe in which to release
draft and final design documentation.
Further, because of the collaborative nature
of the re-design process CGE&Y expects
that whatever decision is reached as to the
timeliness of EDI documentation releases
will be acceptable to the majority of the
CLEC community,

2) Are the terms and
definitions utilized in the EDI,
EB-TA, Billing development
and IMA-GUI implementation
documentation published and
available to the CLECs

Y http: /www.uswest.
com/wholesale ma
/Edi downloads/ED
I_ImplementationG
u1delin_010301 .doc

The EDI Implementation Guide contains a
terms and definitions section that explains
most terms. Because EDI by and large is
governed by standards and standards
bodies such as X-l2, UN/EDIFACT, and
TCIF (for Telecom), Qwest documents refer
CLECs to these organizations and
standards for clarifications and definitions.

3) Can the CLECs and the
Pseudo-CLEC obtain
documentation relating to
building an interface and/or
configuring service to the
Qwest EDI, EB-TA, Billing
and IMA-GUI interfaces? Is
the documentation clear,
accurate, and sufficient to
build the interface

Y http: www.uswest.
com/wholesale ma
eds/downloads/ED
I_ImplementationG
uidelin_0l0301 .doc
and

http: www.uswest.
com/disclosures/net
disc1osure409.html

All of Qwest's technical specifications and
developer-level instructions for CLECs to
use to build EDI interfaces are contained in
the EDI Disclosure Document (a separate
one issued for each EDI release) and the
EDI Developer Worksheets.

4) Are meetings to discuss
interface development
reasonably scheduled and
attended by Qwest subj act
matter experts

Y http://www.uswest.
com/wholesale ma
/Edi downloads/ED
I_ImplementationG
uidelin_010301 .doc

Qwest's interface development meetings
were found to be a strong point of its joint
EDI development process.

5) Do the data definitions (i.e.,
form, format, content, usage
and meaning) between pre-
ordering and ordering
elements enable integration
from pre-order transactions
into order transactions without
requiring translation, or
reconfiguration of the data
elements

Y .- with
exception

http: /www.uswest.
com/disclosures/net
d1sclosure409.html

CGE&Y was unable to compile a
comprehensive list of specific pre-order
information elements that require parsing
before being used for order transactions.

With respect to integration, CLECs need
pre-order information in a format that can
be used to pre-populate ordering screens.
Parsing pre-ordering information into
identifiable fields is an important issue.
For instance, CLECs prefer that CSR
information be parsed into separate fields
such as customer name, address, installed
features, etc. At the time of this
evaluation, directional, street name, and
thoroughfare are together in one field,

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test
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whereas they are separate fields in the OBF
standards.
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5.5 Interface Development - LSOG 3 Comparison
As a sub-section of the EDI/interface development area of this report, CGE&Y was
tasked with conducting a comparison between Qwest's business rules and the standards
of the OBF of the Alliance for Telecommunications Industry Solutions (ATIS). The
OBF rules reviewed are contained in the LSOG, Version 3. While not legally binding,
these standards are the basis upon which all pre-ordering and ordering systems are
designed.

CGE&Y found that Qwest has made numerous modifications to the OBF standards.
CGE&Y found that the fields used by Qwest were consistent with LSOG 3, although
some Qwest-specific fields were added. The majority of the differences found between
Qwest and LSOG 3 were in the area of field usage, many fields that are "Required" by
OBP are either "Optional," "Not Required," or "Forbidden" by Qwest, and vice versa.
A summary is provided in Appendix Q, "LSOG 3 Comparison."

5.5.1 Documentation

Appendix Q is comprised of tables containing a comparison of LSOG 3 and
Qwest business rules for a typical order type - the Unbundled Loop. Other
products were reviewed and found to contain most of the same differences.
Please refer to the appendix fortis data.

55.2 Results

CGE&Y'S analysis of this issue indicates that Qwest deviates significantly from
the LSOG 3 in its business rules for local service ordering. CGE&Y's finding in
this regard is focused primarily on the usage of the various fields involved (i.e.,
prohibited, required, optional, conditional) and not the fields themselves. It is
important to note in this regard, however, that since the LSOG is a guideline and
not a regulation or even a standard, Qwest is not bound to comply with it.

5.6 Qwest Co-Provider Industry Change Management Process

In late June 2001, Qwest began a comprehensive re-design of every component of its
change management process, whose name was officially changed to the Change
Management Process (CMP). This re-design process is a collaborative effort between
Qwest and CLECs named to the re-design "core team," and uses OBF issue 2233 as its
basis. Since many if not most of the elements of the legacy CICMP are still in effect
while the process is being re-designed, what follows is the report of the original
evaluation performed by CGE&Y of Qwest's CICMP, followed by CGE&Y's report of
the re-design process as it stands today. Any findings that can be considered closed as a
result of the re-design process will be noted as such.
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The Co-Provider Industry  Change Management Process (CICMP) is Qwest's process
for receiving, tracking, prioritizing, and scheduling CLEC-requested changes to the
various pre-ordering, ordering, and M&R interfaces avai lable to them. These interfaces
include:

> IMA-EDI
> IMA-GUI
> EB-TA
> CLEC billing interfaces
> Held, Escalated, and Expedited Tool (HEET)
> Customer Terminal Access System (CTAS)
> Telecommunications Information System (TELIS)

Beginning in December 2000, the CICMP charter was modif ied to also include
requested changes to the Qwest business processes that are specif ic to CLECs.

x

Per the Section 7.2 of the MTP and Section 6.1 of the TSD, the purpose of the
evaluation by CGE&Y was to val idate that Qwest:

Provides CLECs the abil i ty to request changes to the CLEC-specif ic interfaces and
processes a n d have them acted upon
Adequately notif ies CLECs of both planned and unplanned system outages .
Provides adequate documentation regarding CICMP processes and procedures
Adequately prepares the CLEC community for upcoming changes to the CLEC-
specif ic interfaces
Carries out the CICMP process according to its own documentation
Has created a sound overal l  process for cooperative software change control

Background

The Qwest CICMP kicked off in September of 1999. Prior to. i ts existence, CLECs had
to make requests for new or enhanced systems functionality through their account
management teams. The process that CGE&Y analyzed for this report has been
modified l i ttle  since its inception. The process is currently being collaboratively re-
designed by Qwest and the CLECs Qwest does business with using OBF issue 2233 as
its basis. For more detai led information and evaluation of the re-design of Qwest's
CMP see CGE&Y's report, Qwest Change Management Process Redesign Evaluation,
dated March 25, 2002, v3.0. ,

CGE&Y encountered difficulty in locating CLEC personnel that have substantial .
history with the process and its development. Those with whom Ir did speak, however,
indicated that while input from CLECs was invited into the creation of the process, the
process was already substantially developed prior to the solicitation of that input.

In late June 2001, Qwest announced an initiative to conduct a comprehensive re-design
of i ts change management process. The process, the off ic ial  name of which was
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changed to the Change Management Process (CMP), would be re-designed from the
bottom up using OBP issue 2233 as i ts basis. A "core team" of interested CLECs and
Qwest was formed to undertake this re-design, and has been meeting roughly every two
weeks since the kickoff  of this project inearly  July  2001. Qwest keeps minutes of al l
CMP re-design meetings as well  as al l  other documentation related to the re-design
effort posted on a special section of the CMP website at
http://www.qwest.com/wholesale/crnp/redesignhtml.

Process

l

Qwest's CMP provides CLECs with a wel l  def ined and documented process for
initiating CRs to request added or modified functionality for any of the interfaces l isted
above. The process is substantial ly  similar for requested changes to Qwest business
processes, and in fact uses the same CR font. The fol lowing pages contain a copy of
the current Qwest CR form forreference. Qwest has sent out i ts proposal for a new CR
form as part of the re-design process. This proposed form is sti l l  being discussed and
commented on.

~
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Title of Change:
I

Area of Change Request: Please check mark Y as appropriate and fill out the appropriate section below
0 System EI Product D Process

Proprietary for submission to Account Manager Only? Please check mark 1/ as appropriate
E] Yes l:l No

Submitted By:
Co-Provider:

Submitter:

l
Log#

Name, Title, and emaiVfax#/phone#

. . .  1

TI344 K

(see Co-Provider CR Status Listing)

Co-Provider Change Request Form

Internal Ref#
Date Submitted:

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

1

Interfaces Impacted: Please check mark \/ as appropriate
D CTAS D MA EDI l:l MEDIACC
[J EXACT El MA GUI D Product Database
121 HEET l:l Other

El TELIS
E] Wholesale Billing Interfaces

Please describe

Description of Chanaez

Is new information requested in a specific screen or transaction?
El Yes 0  N o

If yes, name the screen or transaction:

Products Impacted:Please check mark V as appropriate and also list specific products within product group, if
applicable
El Centrex
EI Collocation
U EEL (UNE-C)
EI Enterprise Data Services
[:I LIDB
D LIS
U LNP
0 Private Line

0 Resale
0 SS7
0 Switched Services
0 UDIT
0 Urxbundled Loop
0 UNE-P
U Wireless
0 Other

Please describe Please describe

Known D8D€lld€lllci8sz

Additional Information: (e.2.. attachments for business specifications and/or requirements documents)

Co-Provider Priority Level

El High Cl Medium U Low Desired Implementation Date: ASAP
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Additional Information: (e.2.. attachments for business specifications and/or requirements documents)

:J High

Co-Providér Priority Level

Known Dependencies:

Description of Chavez

Products Impacted:Please check mark 1/ all that apply (if "Other" please describe further)
El LIS/Interconnection D Collocation U UNE U Ancillary

EI EICT Cl Physical 0 Switching U AIN
El Tandem Trans./TST D Virtual U TranspOrt (incl, Euom U DA
El DTT/Dedicated Transport D Adjacent cl Loop El Operation Services
El Tandem Switching 0 ICDF Collo. El UNE - P D INP/LNP
El Local Switching El Other D EEL (UNE-C) EI Other

E] Other Cl UDF

l:l Other

my

El Medium U Low

pi:Q6diik8' .

8 8 %9§§..

Desired Implementation Date:

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

ASAP

D Resale

Area Impacted:Please check mark 4/ as appropriate
I] Pre-Ordering
D Ordering
El Billing
D Repair EJ Other

Please describe

Description of Change:

Products Impacted: Please check mark 4/ as appropriate and also list specific products within product group, if
applicable
D Centrex
El Collocation
El EEL (UNE-C)
D Enterprise Data Services
cl LIDB
EL LIS
EI LNP
D Private Line

D Resale
D SS7
Cl Switched Services
0 UDIT
El Unbundled Loop
ELUNE-P
0 Wireless
l:l Other

Please describe Please describe

Known Denendenciesz

Additional Information: (e.g., attachments for business specifications and/or requirements documents)
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C0-Provider Priority Level

Eu High EI Medium [1 Low Desired Implementation
` Date :

ASAP

Qwest Account Manager Notification
Account Manager: Notified:

Qwest CICMP Manager Clarification Request
If yes, clarification request sent:

D Yes o

Clarification received:

Co-Provider Industry Team Clarification Request EL Yes ElNo
If yes, clarification request sent: Clarification received:

I
Status, Evaluation and Implementation Comments:

U  Yes UNo
/

Candidate for a
Release
If yes, Release Number:
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1. Co-provider i.e. CLEC) submits CR.
2. CICMP manager logs CR with status of "New-To Be

Evaluated," assigns CR number and notifies originating
CLEC of CR number.

Two business days.

3, CICMP manager validates CR and updates status of CR
to "New-To Be Induct Evaluated."

OR
4. CICMP manager validates CR and finds it needs

clarification, updates stalls to "New-To Be CIarified,T'
sends clarification request to originating CLEC, receives
response back, then updates status to "New-To Be
Industry Evaluated." If no response is received, the CR
will remain as 'New-To Be Clarified" for 60 days. If
after 60 days no response is received, the CR is cancelled.

•

•

•

Co-provider CR status
update ro co-provider for
"New - To be Industry
Evaluated" two business
days
Co-provider CR status
update and clarification
request to co-provider for
"New - To be Clarified"
two business days
Co-provider CR status
update to co-provider for
"Cancelled -.
Clarification Not
Completed" two days
alter the sixty days a co-
provider CR remained in
"New .- To Be Clarified"
status

• Co-provider CR status
update to co-provider for
"Cancelled - Co-
Provider Requested"
upon co-provider request
to cancel CR.

5. New CR is then discussed at the next available monthly
CICMP meeting. If more clarification is required
following the meeting, the status of the CR changes to
"New-To Be Clarified." If no iimher clarification is
necessary, the status is changed to "Evaluated-To Be
Reviewed." Finally, certain CRs, after having been
discussed at the CICMP meeting, are cancelled at the
originating CLEC's request. These are updated in the log
as "Cancelled-Co-Provider,"

6. CICMP manager completes unspecified internal Qwest
change management documentation for the reviewed CRS
to be internally reviewed by Qwest teams.

7. CR is reviewed by Qwest at its internal OSS Interface
Release Review meeting. At this meeting, Qwest support
groups including the Qwest CICMP manager present and
discuss their list of prioritized CRs which have been
collected during the initial phase of a release lifecycle.
At the end of this phase, a short list ofCRs (i.e., release

OSS Interface Release
Review meeting varies based
on the OSS interface and may
occur weekly, biweekly, or
monthly. If a co-provider CR
status changes to/from

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

The current process, as documented, works as fol lows (time intervals are given, where
listed in the Qwest documentation):

I
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baseline candidates) are selected to enter the next release
life cycle phase: development. The reasons for selecting
a CR as a release baseline candidate may include priority
level, cost/benefit analysis, resource cormnitments, time
constraints, industry direction and Qwest direction.

"Reviewed -. Release
Baseline
Candidate"/"Reviewed -
Under Consideration," the.
Qwest CICMP manager will
notify the co-provider within
two days.

8. At some point in the process, presumably during the
meeting discussed in the above paragraph, the CR is
assigned a "T-shin Size" (level of effort) and, if
applicable, options.

9. Approximately six months before an upcoming software
release, all CRs with T-Shirt Sizes are prioritized by
participating CLECs. This has mainly been
accomplished at CICMP meetings, although candidates
for the MA 7.0 release were prioritized using an online
form located on the CICMP website.

10. All prioritized CRs are then reviewed by Qwest and a list
of baseline release candidates is produced. This is a
reiteration of step #6,

418556 Business rule
change to allow
more than one loop
per Purchase Order
Number (PON)

10/12/99 10/12/99 - New-To Be
Industry Evaluated
11/4/99 - New-To Be
Clarified
I 1/9/99 - New-To Be
Industry Evaluated
11/18/99 .- Evaluated-
To Be Reviewed
12/3/99 Reviewed-

Even though
this CR was
prioritized
nearly one
year ago, due
to the T-shir:
Size provided
(XXL), it still
has not been

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

ObServations

This section contains observations of actual practices. It is broken down into the
following categories:

> CRs
> Release Notifications
> CICMP Meetings

Change Requests

Although the CR process listed above is strictly adhered to, it is difficult to comprehend
the length of time involved in getting a CR through the process merely by looking at the
written process.

The following table lists various CLEC-initiated CRs and their significant milestones.
This list is not comprehensive, it is included ro illustrate the lifecycle of some of the
CRs currently in the pipeline.
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CR# Requirement Date
Submitted

Milestones Current
Status

Under Consideratlon
1 12 00 Industry
Prioritized
1 24 00 T-shirt Size
provided

scheduled for
a release.

4186015 Adherence to OBF
guidelines for LSR
AGAUTH field

10/12 99 10 12 99 New-To Be
Industry Evaluated
11 11 99 - New-To Be
Clarified
12 16 99 -- Evaluated-
To Be Reviewed
l 10 00 Reviewed-
Under Consideration
l 24 00 T-shirt Size
provided
2 16 00 On Hold-To
Be Reviewed In Six
Months
9 20/00 .-. Evaluated-To
Be Reviewed
9/22 00 Reviewed-
Under Consideration
10/18/00 T-shirt Size
(NA) provided, not
eligible for industry
prioritization

Cancelled on
11 15 00,
jointly by
originator and
Qwest.

4186051 Adherence to OBF
guidelines for Loop
Service CFA

10/12 99 10 12/99 .- New-To Be
Evaluated
11 9/99 New-To Be
Industry Evaluated
I I 18 99 Evaluated-
To Be Reviewed
12 3/99 Reviewed-
Under Consideration
1 12/00 .- Industry
Prioritized
4/19/00 Reviewed-
Release Baseline
Candidate for release
7.0
11 30 00 - Committed
Candidate, release 7.0

Commltted
candidate,
MA Release

7.0.
Scheduled for
release
4 1 01.

4455257 Allow POTS
provisioning via
EDI using TNS
obtained through
IMA-GUI pre-order

1 21 00 1 26 00 New-To Be
Industry Evaluated
2/16/00 .- Evaluated-To
Be Reviewed
2/28 00 .- Reviewed-
Under Consideration
3/15 00 T-shin Size
provided
3/30 00 - Industry
Prioritized

Prioritized,
not yet
scheduled for
release.

5042531 Load BANs into 8 31 00 8/31/00 .- New-To Be Prioritized,

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test
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CR# Requirement Date
Submitted

Milestones Current
Status

MA databases for
all CLECs instead of
CLECs having to
load all thelr own
BANs

Evaluated
8 31 00 New~To Be
Clarified
9 1 00 - New-To Be
Evaluated
9 20 00 Evaluated-To
Be Reviewed
9/22 00 Reviewed-
Under Consideration
10/18 00 - T-Shirt Size
provided
11 3 00 Prioritized

not yet
scheduled for
release .

4185985 Removal of the
2000 circuit lint
per BAN

10 12 99 10 12 99 New-To Be
Industry Evaluated
11 4 99-NewTo Be
Clarified
11 9/99 New-To Be
Industry Evaluated
11 18/99 -. Evaluated-
To Be Reviewed
12/3 99 Reviewed-
Under Consideration
l 12/00 Prioritized
1/24 00 - T-Shirt Size
provided
4 19 00 On Hold-To
Be Reviewed In Six
Months
10/18 00 - Reviewed-
Under Consideration
11/15/00 T~Shirt
Sizes and options once
again provided

Prioritized,
not yet
scheduled for
release .

5079096 Order review to be
included in FOC

9 18/00 9 18 00 New-To Be
Industry Evaluated
10 18/00 - Evaluated-
To Be Reviewed
10/27/00 .- Reviewed-
Under Consideration
11 15 00 - T-Shirt Size
provided
12/4 00 -. Status
changed back to
Reviewed-Under
Consideration

Not yet
prioritized.

5144378 Remove population
requirement for
approver's name
and number when
the EXP, SCZ,
ALBR, AENG, and
CHC fields on the
LSR form are

10/13 00 10/13/00 -. New-To Be
Evaluated
11/15 00 -- Evaluated-
To Be Reviewed
12/4/00 .- Reviewed-
Under Consideration

Awaiting T-
Shirt Size and
prioritization.

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test
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populated with a Y
5212925 Make the Held

length for IMPCON,
ALT IMPCON, and
DESIGNER fields
at least 24 characters

11/8/00 11/8/00 New, to be
evaluated
12/4/00 Reviewed,
under consideration

Awaiting T
Shut Size and
prioritization.

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Several comments are pertinent regarding the above list. The first and most obvious
point is that several CRs on the list were submitted over a year ago and, even though
given a high priority by the CLEC community, have not yet been scheduled for a
release. It is well understood by all participants in the CICMP process that not all CRs
will be implemented, however, this brings up a second point, related to the first.

Some CRs, coincidentally some of those that have been on the waiting list the longest
(see CR #418556 and #4186015 above), are either requests for basic functionality or
adherence to OBF guidelines. CR #418556, for instance, is requesting a change to
IMA-GUI functionality to allow more than one UNE~loop to be ordered per PON. This
is a basic function that has been available on the manual OBF Loop Service form since
its inception (the Loop Service form has space to list up to four loops on the first page,
and customers are free to attach as many additional Loop Service pages as necessary to
fulfill their order) .

CR #4186015 is a request that Qwest make a business rules change to IMA-GUI with
regard to the Agency Authorization (AGAUTH) field to reflect OBF guidelines for new
installs. After over a year of discussion and review it was found that Qwest had made
the change. CR #4186051 and CR #4186015 are simply requests for adherence to OBF
guidelines.

The final point to be made is merely to point out the sheer length of time it takes even
the simplest and/or highest priority CRs to make their way through this system. In
"ordinary" in-house software development efforts where changes are to be made to
production systems, whatever the industry, it is not uncommon for the CR process
(submission, level-of-effort, approval, prioritization, scheduling of release) to take two
to three weeks, sometimes even less. Systems as complex as those under consideration,
with the number of trading partners involved, obviously cannot be compared to ordinary
production systems of other companies. That said, however, CGE&Y finds it
unreasonable that the process is such that it can take three to four months, sometimes
even longer, to give a CR a level of effort, have it prioritized, and schedule it for a
release which again could be another four to eight months away. This finding has
resulted in the issuance of AZIWOIO76.

In response to AzIwol076, Qwest has implemented improvements to its current
process (i.e., not the re-designed process) to address CR processing timeliness
problems. The following changes have been implemented by Qwest:
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4185852 Request for same
PON use for
migration of
existing facilities
and additional new
facilities

10/12/99 10/12/99 New-To Be Industry
Evaluated
11/18/99 - Evaluated-To Be
Reviewed
12/3/99 -- Reviewed-Under
Consideration
1/12/00 - Industry Prioritized
1/24/00 .- T-Shirt Size provided

4261631 Enhancements to
ADSL Loop Pre-
Qualification

11/5/99

Reviewed-Under

11/8/99 - New-To Be Industry
Evaluated
11/18/99 .-- Evaluated-To Be
Reviewed
12/3/99 -
Consideration
1/12/00 .- Industry Prioritized
1/24/00 -- T-Shirt Size provided
1/24/00 Reviewed-Release
baseline Candidate for Release 6.0

4342063 CSR: Change to
include fielded data
based on OBF
standards

12/8/99

.f

12/9/99 .- New-To Be Industry
Evaluated
12/15/99 - New-To Be Clarified
1/1/00 - New-To Be Industry
Evaluated
1/24/00 - Evaluated-To Be
Reviewed

I .J Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

A new CR tracking database has been developed to enable CMP managers to better
track the progress of CRs
Because of the new CR tracking database, up-to-date CR reports are now avai lable ,
sorted various ways, on the CMP website
Each CR is now assigned a Project Manager so that each CR is now treated within
Qwest as a Project
A Director of Change Management so that the Change Management function within
Qwest now has the requisite authority to direct the work necessary to effect the
requested changes ,

The net affect of the above changes is that CRs are now processed by Qwest and
presented to the CLEC community in a much more timely manner than before. As a
result, CGE&Y is recommending closure of AZIW01076.

MA 6.0 Change Requests

The fol lowing table  l i sts CICMP CRs that were implemented in MA 6.0, and their
signif icant milestones. Two of these CRs involved changes to processes, not systems, .
and one was requesting functional ity that Qwest had already built and would be
included in Release 6.0. N o t  c o u n t i n g  t h o s e  t h r e e  C R s ,  t h e  a v e r a g e  l i f e c y c l e  o f  t h e
r e m a i n i n g  C R s ,  f r o m  t h e  t i m e  t h e y  w e r e  s u b m i t t e d  t o  t h e  t i m e  t h e y  w e r e  i m p l e m e n t e d ,  i s
12 .5  mon t h s .  (AZIW01076 )

1

t

r
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2/3/00 .- Reviewed-Under
Consideration
2/16/00 T-Shirt Size provided
4/19/00 Reviewed-Baseline
Candidate for MA Release 6.0

4267810 Extend MA hours
of operation

1 1/9/99 11/9/99 - New-To Be Industry
Evaluated
1 1/18/99 - Evaluated-To Be
R e v i e w e d
12/3/99 Reviewed-Under
Consideration
1/12/00 .- Industry Prioritized
1/24/00 .- T-Shirt Size Provided

5235881 CSRs for Centrex in
electronic format

11/17/00 11/17/00 .- New-To Be Industry
Evaluated
11/21/00 - New-To Be Industry
Evaluated
12/4/00 - Reviewed, under
consideration

4441096 Retrieval of CSR by
BTN or WTN

1/19/00 01/20/00 New-To Be kidustry Evaluated
01/24/00 - Evaluated-To Be Reviewed
02/03/00 Reviewed~Under Consideration
02/16/00 - On Hold-To Be Reviewed In Six
Months, and not Eligible for kidustry
Prioritization.
03/03/00 - CR Escalated
03/06/00 - Changed status to "Reviewed-
Under Consideration." Conducted co-
provider industry team conference cal] to
notify co~pr-uviders of status Change with T-
Shirt size and level of effort to be provided
at the next industry team meeting on
03/15/00.

04/19/00 Reviewed-Release
Baseline Candidate for MA
Release 6.0 based on T-shirt Size
large and option description.

5043023 Create notification
process for LSMS
system outages

8/31/00 8/81.1/00 .- New-To Be Evaluated
9/20/00 - Evaluated-To Be Reviewed
9/22/00 - Reviewed-Under Consideration
10/18/00 - T-Shirt Size NA provided in
CICMP meeting, This CR will be resized
for the November CICMP meeting and is
not Eligible for Industry Prioritization .
I 1/15/00 - T-Shirt Size small and option
provided in CICMP meeting. Eligible for
Industry Prioritization.

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Release No fifieations

Qwest's process for Release Notifications (RN) is very similar to that of the CR
process. The RN font, in fact, is nearly identical to the CR form. The distinction, as
the name implies, is that the RN is only a notification to the CLEC community, and .as
such is only initiated by Qwest. A CLEC can not issue an RN.

W

The RN is initiated by any one of a number of Qwest organizations, follows a process
of review, approval, and logging, and then is released to the CLEC community by the
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CICMP manager via e-mail and by posting to the RN web page. The following pages
contain a copy of the font for reference:
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. . ;~ ~
Area impacted: Please check mark v all that apply

Products Impacted: Please check mark 4/ all that apply (If "Other" please describe further)
El LIS/Interconnection U Collocation 0 UNE El Ancillary

El EICT III Physica] 0 Switching EI AIN
Cl Tandem Trans./TST 0 Virhlal El Transport (incl. EUDIT) El DA
D DTT/Dedicated Transport U Adjacent 0 Loop
El Tandem Switching El ICDF Collo. [J UNE - P
D Local Switching E] Other 0 EEL (UNE-C)
D Other l j  UDF

l:l Other

Interfaces
El CTAS
El EXACT
ELHEET

Additional Information: (e.g., web sites)

Description of Notification: (e.g., mode/method of message and timing of delivery)

Communicated To:
Please check mark V as appropriate
Co-Provider Industry Team l:l MA EDI current users or with an agreed upon project

work plan
[MA GUI current and potential new users

Type of Notification*
D Target Release Date
D Target Release Life Cycle
EI Co-Provider Change Request Options for a Release
D Release Baseline Candidates with Descriptions
D Draft Developer Worksheets
D Disclosure Document
D Recertification Notices
D New Product
El Product Enhancement
D Other

Area of Release Notification: Please check mark V as appropriate and fill out the appropriate section below
U System 0 Product D Process

Submitted By:

Contact Information:

Log #

Title of Notification:

.r

Public

2*
l v

x,

Impacted: Please check mark 4/ as appropriate
EI MA EDI U MEDIACC
El MA GUI U Product Database
l:l Other

Please describe

.-rm

844

Name, title,email, phone #

Please check mark a/ as appropriate

_

Please describe

Qwest Release Notification Form

rraraiga Ni§iii*i¢£i'iii'i'ii9s"ié'éHt}'ii%

l:l
0
EI
cl
cl
CI
l:l
D

Disclosure Document Addendum
Training Schedule
Release Notes Description
Release Notes
Point Release Notes Description
Point Release Notes
System Available Times
Product Retirement

Date Communicated:

El TELIS
El Wholesale Billing Interfaces

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Date Submitted:

MA CD DisclosureDocument
Recipients

D Operation Services
El INP/LNP

EI Other

\

Cl Resale

I
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I] Pre-Ordering
EI Ordering
U Bill ing
I] Repair D Other

Please Describe

Please check mark 4/ as appropriate and list specific products within product group, if applicable
U Resale
U SS7
U Switched Services
[ll UDIT
U Unbundled Loop
U UNE-P
U Wireless
U Other

Products Impacted:
U Centrex
U Collocation
I] EEL (UNE-C)
[1 Enterprise Data Services
Ei LIDB
El LIS
EI LNP
EI Private Line
Please describe Please describe Please describe

Status. Evaluation and Implementation Comments:

:
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4997738 Change in MA System
Availability

MA Users and
Account Managers

Co-Provider Industry
Team email

08/15/00

08/16/00

4999285 MA NcwsBurst MA Users and
Account Managers

Co-Provider Industry
Team email

08/16/00

08/16/00

5017528 Draft MA 6.0 Release
Baseline Candidates with
Descriptions - Clarification

Co-Provider Industry
Team email

08/23/00

5019199 Updated MA 5.02 Point
Release Notes

Co-Provider Industry
Team email

08/23/00

5021465 Interconnect Mediated
Access Release 5.02

MA Users and
Account Managers

Co-Provider Industry
Team email

08/21/00

08/24/00

5024806 CALNSAGA Field for
IMA-EDI Release 5.0

IMA-EDI Users

Co-Provider Industry
Team email

08/24/00

08/25/00

5059933 MA Production Update MA Users and
Account Managers

Co-Provider Industry
Team email

09/1 1/00

09/11/00

5062166 MA NewsBurst MA Users and
Account Managers

Co-Provider Industry
Team email

09/1 1/00

09/1 1/00

5064800 IMA-EDI Notification -
CSRR Multiple Match
Response Map Change

IMA-EDI Users and
MA 5.0 CSR EDI Users

Co-Provider industry
Team email

09/12/00

09/12/00

5066586 Co-Provider Change
Request Options for MA
Release 8.0

Co-Provider Industry
Team email

09/13/00

_ Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

CGE&Y finds no deficiency with the overall process. It is strictly followed by Qwest,
and RNS issued by the CICMP manager were found to be complete and clearly written.
The following table is provided as an example of a typical month's worth of Qwest
KNS:
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RN # Title Released To Date Issued
5066586 MA User Questionnaire

on DOCUH1€HtdtlOH
MA Users

Co-Provider Industry
Team email

09 13 00

09 13 00

4"Event .v

i

Date*

-1. %
k

i

** I

r
4

i *Si* 4
8\.

' Method of
Communication

IMA-EDI 6.0 Draft Developer
Worksheets released

7 20 00 E-mail

IMA-EDI 6.0 baseline release
candidates released

7 21 00 E-mail

IMA-EDI 6.0 release schedule 7/27 00 E-mail
IMA-EDI 6.0 training schedule
released

9 15/00 (First class
not scheduled until

11 02 00)

E-mail

IMA-EDI 6.0 Disclosure
Document (with I-Charts) posted
to the web

11/7 00 E-mail

IMA-EDI 6,0 Disclosure
Document business description
changes

12 29 00 E-mail

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

The only deficiency in the RN process lies in the timing of the release of EDI design
documentation. During the course of the evaluation, CGE&Y had the opportunity to
observe two full release cycles: one minor "point" release and one major "version"
release. The following table contains pertinent milestone data for the most recent
"version" release, as it is indicative of the process as defined by Qwest.

.

|

From the above schedule, the primary flaw in the release notification process becomes
clear. In order for CLECs to successfully code their EDI interfaces (GUIs, business
rules engines, parsers, mapping/translation engines, etc.) to match the changes on the
Qwest side, they need a stable set of system specifications to work from. The above
schedule, which has been in force for at least the last two major and one minor releases
of MA, shows the following:

"Draft Developer Worksheets" are released approximately five months before a
release.
"Final" development specifications are not released until roughly one month
(sometimes less) before the release.

Often times the "Final" specifications aren't final, as evidenced by the updated spec
issued two weeks after the 6.0 release was already in production.
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"Draft developer worksheets," as the name implies, are drafts. They can certainly be
used by CLEC development staff to get a start on development efforts. Qwest makes it
clear, however, that changes to these worksheets can and wil l  be made throughout the
development process up unti l  the issuance of the "final" disclosure document.

CLECs have repeatedly taken issue with this schedule, bringing it up as an issue in
CICMP meetings. Qwest's reply  to this issue has always been that i t always supports
the previous IMA-EDI release for six months following the production release of the
new version. The CLECs f ind this answer unacceptable , and CGE&Y largely  concurs.
As a result of  this f inding, CGE&Y has issued AZIW01078.

The release of EDI design documents is another topic that is being negotiated through
the CMP re-design effort. At the beginning of the process Qwest proposed that it would
adhere to the OBF 2233 proposal which calls for the release of draft design .
documentation 66 calendar days prior to a release and final documentation 45 calendar
days prior. .

This topic has not reached a consensus state among the core re-design team, but
CGE&Y considers the OBF proposal to be a reasonable timeframe in which to release
draft and final design documentation. Further, because of the collaborative nature of
the re-design process CGE&Y expects that whatever decision is reached as to the
timeliness of EDI documentation releases wil l  be acceptable to the majority of the
CLEC community .  As a resu l t ,  CGE&Y is recommending c losure  ofAZIWOl078.

CICMP Meetings

During the course of the evaluation, CGE&Y had the opportunity to attend several
CICMP meetings, either via conference bridge or in-person.

Prior to each meeting, the CICMP manager sends out a meeting package that is also
made avai lable  on the CICMP websi te . This package contains:

Meeting agenda
List of active CRS, separated by system/interface
Master issues log, containing al l  open action items
Copy of each of the active CRs
Tables containing release candidates, i f  applicable
Any other supporting documentation for discussion at the upcoming meeting

Meetings are always attended by the CICMP manager and at least one representative
from each Qwest business and/or IT unit affected by the topics discussed at the meeting.
This usually consists of one or more representatives from:

i

•

•

•

'EDI
Billing
IMA-GUI
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Training
Other departments responsible for such things as OBP standards, business
processes, and sometimes account management

CLECs may choose to attend in person or via a conference call bridge. Other
organizations attend as well, such as third party test consultants (CGE&Y, KPMG, etc.)
and EDI/Gateway vendors (e.g., NightFire, Mantiss, Quintessent) .

When CGE&Y's evaluation began, the meetings usually ran the entire allotted time,
four hours, and it was often necessary to "table" discussion items in order to get through
the entire agenda in the time allotted.

As a result, the only deficiency originally found in the meetings themselves was the
frequency. The frequency of the meetings had consequences on other aspects of the
process, and these are discussed elsewhere in this report. Regarding the meetings
themselves, however, the fact that they were only once monthly meant, by definition,
that they were very long and their agendas very often filled to the brim. This often
made it difficult to even get through all the agenda items, let alone initiate discussion on
a topic that was not on the agenda. If a topic was brought up and then tabled due to
time constraints, unless it was identified as a very important topic, it was another month
before it could be brought up again.

Since the inception of the separated Systems and Product/Process CMP functions,
meetings are held once per month and are one day in duration. There are separate one-
day meetings for the Systems CMP and the Product/Process CMP. While the agendas
are adhered to as much as possible, there is usually sufficient time built into them for
"walk-on" items that can be proposed by either Qwest or the CLECs. Additionally,
Qwest has made visible efforts to ensure that these meetings have the proper
participation from their side so that issues and CRs do not have to be tabled as often as
in the past.

Another improvement implemented since the inception of the separate CMP processes
for Systems and Products/Processes is the establishment of "Clarification Calls."
Essentially requirements reviews, "Clarification Calls" are now scheduled on all CRs
presented during CMP meetings for which additional discussion is required with SMEs
to adequately capture the requested requirement. In such cases, the CMP manager
schedules the call and sends a notification to the entire CMP e-mail distribution list so
that all interested parties can attend. In the past such meeting did take place, but usually
only with the CR initiator and Qwest in attendance, and other CLECs experiencing the
same problem or needing the same functionality would not be provided the opportunity
to comment until the next CMP Meeting.

Other conference calls are sometimes held between scheduled CMP meeting to discuss
important items that may or may not be related to CRs. For instance, in the Fall of200 l
scheduled a series of conference calls to come a consensus on CLEC requirements for
Qwest's Loss and Completion Report. These requirements are still being discussed.
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Also, the CLECs recently requested a special  meeting with Qwest to discuss the
rationale  behind a number of Qwest-proposed changes slated for MA release 10.0.

5 .6 .1 Questionnaires

Questionnaires regarding the Qwest CICMP65 were sent to al l  of the CLECs
whose names appear on the CICMP attendance sheets since the beginning of the
process. Formal responses were received from only six CLECs, al though
informal responses were received via telephone cal ls and e-mails throughout the
evaluation process.

Questionnaire responses generally matched with the results of the overall
evaluation. Specifically, participants feel that while the process is well defined,
more than adequately documented, and adequately administered, the process
itself is poorly conceived, too narrowly focused, and only marginally achieves
its objectives for CLECs.

The relevant points highlighted by the .questionnaires are summarized below:

0 CLECs that responded to the questionnaires were uniformly dissatisfied with
the length of time it takes to create a CR, have Qwest give it a level of effort,
have it prioritized, and finally have it scheduled for a release.

D Most respondents expressed extreme displeasure with the fact that CLEC
CRs seem to be constantly "bumped" in favor of "higher priority" changes,
all of which are generated internally by Qwest.

D Most respondents expressed their dissatisfaction with the actual number of
CLEC§initiated CRs that actual ly  make it into a software release. For
example , of  the approximately  24 new functions added to MA for i ts 6 .0
release in December 2000, only 4 of them originated with a CLEC CR.

U Some of those that responded indicated that they felt the process was too
narrowly defined. For example, in the past CLECs were prevented and/or
discouraged from discussing business process-re lated issues during CICMP
meetings, even though system functional i ty  is largely driven by business
processes. This has since been rectif ied by the addition of CICMP meetings
deal ing only  with processes. Likewise , other topics which are  systems
related but not specifical ly related to functionality and CRs, such as test
environments and processes, are often excluded from discussion because
they are "outside the scope of CICMP."

0 As a corollary to the above, one of the formal respondents and several of the
informal respondents felt that there was an unintentional "Catch-22" in the
process. Specif ical ly , that for issues "outside the scope of CICMP," CLECs

65 CGE&Y Archive File: RME #7
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CMP Process Overflew http://www.qwest.com/wholesale/
downloads/2001/010514/CMP_Do
cument__051401 .doc

CMP Prioritization Process http://www.qwest.com/who1esale/
downloads/2000/industry__team_pr
1oritization__process.doc
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are told to consult with the account management teams. Very often,
however, when the CLECs do take their issues to their account managers,
they are told that the issue in question should be addressed by CICMP.

5.6.2 Interviews
CGE&Y interviewed the CICMP manager in the fall of 2000. This manager
was in the process of transitioning her duties to a new manager. Following this
interview, a new CICMP for products and processes was implemented and
another manager named to lead it.

The manager described the CICMP process in high-1evel terms, including
processes for CR priorit ization and escalation. Since the process is so well
documented, however, nothing new or hidden about the process was brought to
light.

The only area of concern from the CICMP manager's perspective was the level
of CLEC representation at typical CICMP meetings. According to her, at most
meetings the ratio of CLECs present to CLECs that have actually sigNed up to
attend is "very small." This adversely affects Qwest's ability to discuss open
CRs and have them voted upon.

CGE&Y comment: CGE&Y has attended several CICMP meetings, either by
telephone or in person, since July 2000 and has found them to be adequately
attended by the CLECs on most occasions.

CGE&Y interviewed CLEC personnel involved in the CMP re-design. Those
interviewed were encouraged with the progress of the effort, however several
areas of disagreement still exist. It is their opinion that system change requests
are processed somewhat faster, but that product/process change request process
has not yet improved.

5.6.3 Documentation

Documentation available to CLECs regarding the CMP process is
comprehensive. Documentation is updated on a continuous basis. Additionally,
Qwest has created a special page concerned solely with the CMP re-design
effort (http://www.qwest.com/wholesale/cmp/redesignhtml), containing all
documentation related to that effort. A summary of available documentation is
contained in the table below:
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CMP Escalation Process http://www.uswest.com/who1esale/
cicmp/down]oads/Escalation 1201
00.doc

Change Request Form http://www.qwest.com/who1esa1e/
downloads/2001/011120/CR_For
m_11-02-01_rev9_ro.doc

Change Request Form
Instructions

http://www.qwest.com/who1esale/
downloads/2001/011120/CR_For
m_11-02-01_rev9_ro.doc

CMP Meeting Schedule http://www.qwest.com/wholesa1e/
downloads/2001/010927/Co-
Provider Induct Team Meeting
_Schedule_ .v __24.doc

and

http://www.qwest.com/who1esa1e/
downloads/2001/010928/Prod-
ProcTeamMeetingschedu1e92701 .
doc

CMP Meeting Packages http://www.qwest.com/who1esa1e/
cmp/teammeetings.html

Release Notifications http://www.qwest.com/who1esale/
cap/releasenotehtml

12-month OSS Release
Schedule

http://www.qwest.com/who1esa1e/
cap/osscalendarhtml

FAQs http://www.qwest.com/who1esa1e/
cmp/questions.htm1
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1

5.6.4 Results

Qwest began a comprehensive review and re-design of the entire CICMP charter
in June 2001. The process is being collaboratively re-designed by Qwest and
the CLECs that Qwest does business with, and OBF issue 2233 is being used as
the basis for its re-design. The proposed re-design misaimed at improving many
of the deficiencies defined in this report. Since this effort is still underway,
CGE&Y was unable to make an assessment of the effectiveness of the finished
product. CGE&Y was able to evaluate the re-design process itself, where it
appears to be headed, and any processes that have already been agreed upon and
implemented by Qwest. The following section contains CGE&y's original
findings related to the CICMP (i.e., prior to the re~design initiative and the
function's re-designation as the "CMP") and the areas where the re-design effort
has aimed at remediating CGE&Y's findings. For more detailed infonnation
and evaluation of the re-design of Qwest's CMP see CGE&Y's report, Qwest
Change Management Process Redesign Evaluation, dated March 25, 2002, v3.0.
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CGE&Y found that the Qwest CICMP process did not satisfy the objectives set
forth in the CGE&Y MTP Section 3.3.4 and TSD Section 6.6 for the following
reasons:

The CICMP process was not a truly collaborative vehicle for CLECs to
request changes to the applicable interfaces. (AzIwol075)
CLEC CRs were not acted upon in a reasonable amount of time.
(AZIWOIO76)
EDI development documentation was not distributed in a timely manner.
(AZIWO l078)

Deficiency #1, Explanation

I

The Qwest CICMP process is well documented and defined, and is can*ied out in
accordance with its stated process. There is ample and clearly understandable
documentation on the Qwest wholesale website describing the purpose of the
CICMP audits processes, and containing instructions for completing a CR form.
Also contained on the website are blank CR fonts for printing or download,
copies of CRs that have been submitted, and a comprehensive repository of
materials from past CICMP meetings as well as for upcoming meetings.

The Qwest CICMP managers do an excellent job of keeping the CLECs in the
loop with all issues relating to CICMP between the monthly meetings. They
also have made several modifications to the CICMP home page to incorporate
additional avenues of communication and collaboration between Qwest and the
CLECs.

The damental flaws in the process lie with its very purpose and structure.

The primary functions of the CICMP, as stated in its charter, are:

> To track and communicate CLEC-requested changes to the various Qwest
interfaces

> To notyjf CLECs of CLEC-impacting changes

Historically, however, CLEC requests have only accounted for a small
percentage of the functionality added to any given release. For instance, IMA-
GUI Release 6.0 contains 24 changes or enhancements over Release 5.2, and
only 4 of them originated with a CLEC request.

Further, the Qwest~originated requests, which account for the majority of
enhancements to these systems, are totally outside the scope of the CICMP
process. They are not open for debate, prioritization, voting, etc., by the CLEC
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community . Not only are they not open for debate, the CICMP manager is not
even involved in the process by which these internal requests are approved.66

In any software requirements management system it is understood that the end-
users are not the sole originators of CRs. It is a given, in fact, that Qwest wil l
have the need to make architectural , code, or database modifications to its
systems from time to time due to various internal requirements. It is also
understandable that regulatory requirements wil l  mandate changes to various
CLEC systems. The fact remains that many of the enhancements that are
generated internally by Qwest are related neither to architecture or regulatory
concerns. Regardless of the source of the enhancement, however, the process by
which these requests are made, voted on, prioritized, and implemented is not
made avai lable  to the CLEC community in any way, nor do the CLECs have any
input into it whatsoever. As a result, there is justif iable concern that the internal
CRs are not subject to the same scrutiny and delay inherent in the CICMP
process.

Best practices in software engineering dictate that software change management
processes treat al l  CRs in a cohesive, uniform manner. Further, al ] stakeholders
in the systems in question, including the end-users, must have representation at
the change control meetings during which al l  changes are voted on, The fact
that Qwest has two separate change management processes, one internal and one
external , for the same systems is a defic iency. This f inding has resulted in the
i ssuance  of  AZIW01075.

Software CRs can originate from many sources: users, developers, managers, or
as a result of  regulatory or company pol icy changes. A large number of changes
to any software, however, comes from users of that software. Further, the
functional requirements used to design the system in the first place almost
exclusively  come from the end-users. As previously  mentioned, the interfaces
covered by the CICMP process were designed and exist primari ly for the use
and benefit of Qwest wholesale customers (e .g., CLECs, wireless carriers).
Therefore, to have a total ly separate process for CRs that wholesale customers
have no participation in, yet which produces the vast majority of approved CRs,
is an unacceptable and counterproductive practice.

r

A review of current software change management practices fol lowed by two
other RBOCs chosen at random, Bel l  Atlantic and Bel l  South, show these
RBOCs fol low a ful ly col laborative process. Lm reviewing the change
management practices of these two RBOCs, CGE&Y found that while  change
requests are given a classif ication that indicates, among other things, weedier
the CR is CLEC or RBOC-initiated, al l  CRs are discussed and prioritized by al l
partic ipants of the change control process, including CLECs. The charter for
Qwest's CICMP, on the other hand, makes it c lear that the CICMP is only for
CLEC-initiated changes.

r

as This was the case as of October 23, 2000, when CGE&Y interviewed the previous CICMP manager.

Vers i on  2 .0 423



Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

The re-designed CMP, as i t is proposed, wil l  address and al leviate this
def ic iency. The original  proposal  from Qwest, fol lowing the base OBF 2233
document, outl ined five categories of change requests:

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

Production Support Changes (i .e . ,  "bug f ixes")
Regu latory  Changes
Industry  Guidel ine Changes
Qwest-Initiated Changes
CLEC-Ini tiated Changes

Qwest had initially proposed that only Types 4 and 5 changes would be open for
industry (i.e., CLEC) prioritization. The CLECs have since argued, justifiably,
that all types, or at the very least Types 2 - 5, should be open for prioritization.
Their rationale for this argument, which CGE&Y is in agreement with, is that
nearly all regulatory changes, and many industry guideline changes, originate
with a CLEC complaint or initiative and that they should have a say in the
relative importance of these types of changes. There is also concern about the
definition of a "regulatory change." The CLECs are concerned that Qwest may
interpret the term "regulatory" too broadly, and thereby needlessly place
numerous change requests in a category that would exempt them from industry
prioritization.

'

In fact, Qwest recently did classify a number of change requests as "Regulatory"
that were  candidates for MA re lease  10.0 . The CLEC community  requested a
conference cal l  to discuss these requested changes, during which it was revealed
that the changes were being scheduled for implementation to satisfy PID and/or
Performance Assurance Plan (PAP) requirements from the Colorado PUC. The
CLECs let it be known that they do not consider PID and PAP-related changes
to be regulatory and exempt from industry prioritization. This issue is sti l l  being
negotiated. CGE&Y does not bel ieve that Qwest had any untoward motive in
classifying these changes as "Regulatory," but rather had a different
interpretation of the term. The CMP is now a more collaborative process and
the CLECs were able to be heard on the issue.

Qwest expressed the concern that they need to have some way to satisfy PID and
PAP requirements, and that with only one vote in the prioritization process there
is the possibil i ty that these types of CRs wil l  consistently be prioritized "low" by
the industry, thereby forcing Qwest to pay penalties enforced by the various
state  PAPs. The CLECs pledged that they would give al l  CRs equal  weight, and
it was further pointed out that Colorado PAP provides for penalties to be
assessed against CLECs who attempt to engage in such disingenuous activities.

These issues serve to i l lustrate the kinds of carded discussions that are now
taking place within the CMP. These issues aside , CGE&Y agrees with the
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5 changes should be open for industry

In summary, CGE&Y feels that with the collaborative nature of the re-design
process, whatever agreement is reached on the subject of types of change
requests and the process by which these requests are prioritized and voted upon
will be satisfactory to the majority of the CLECs with representation at the
Qwest CMP. CG&EY has therefore closed AZIW01075.

Deficiency #2, Explanation

Regarding the flaws in the "structure" of the CICMP process mentioned above,
the following comments also apply. Despite the application of fairly
conservative time intervals to individual steps of the CR process, the length of
time it takes an average CR to make it through the process, not even taking into
account making it into a release, is simply too long. If we take into account the
length of time it takes a CR to actually make it into a release, the length of time
can double or even triple. These findings resulted in the issuance of
AzIwol076 .

The primary culprits here are the once-monthly CICMP meetings and their
relation to internal development meetings, and the frequency of software
releases (releases are scheduled approximately every four months).

The frequency of the CICMP meetings has the potential to slow down the CR
process at several points. For instance, depending upon when a CLEC submits a
CR, it can take from several days to an entire month for the CR to be initially
"industry evaluated." If the CR requires elarihcation, it can take from several
days to two months before it is discussed at its first CICMP meeting.

Having been initially discussed at the CICMP meeting, the CR still has a
minimum of two more CICMP meetings at which it must be discussed: once,
when it receives a "T-Shirt Size," and again after it has been prioritized and is
baselines for release. If further clarification is required once the CR has been
discussed at any of the aforementioned stages, the CR will need to come back to
the CICMP once again. Each time the CR must come back to a CICMP meeting
for discussion, there is the possibility that it will have to wait nearly a month for
one to come along.

Obviously, some CRS are timed perfectly and make it through the system in the
minimum time possible. This minimum possible time, however, can still be
considerable. In this regard, it is again necessary to point out the sheer length of
time it takes even the simplest and/or highest priority CRs to make their way
through this system. In "ordinary" in-house software development efforts where
changes are to be made to production systems, whatever the industry, it is not
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uncommon for the CR process (submission, level-of-effort, approval,
prioritization, scheduling of release) to take two to three weeks, sometimes even
less.

Systems as complex as those under consideration, with the number of trading
partners involved, obviously cannot be compared to "ordinal"production
systems of other companies. That said, however, CGE&Y finds it unreasonable
that the process is such that it can take three to four months, Sometimes even
longer, to give a CR a level-of-effort, have it prioritized, and schedule it for a
release which again could be another four to eight months away.

In response to AzIwol076, Qwest has implemented improvements to its
current process (i.e., not the re-designed process), to address CR processing
timeliness problems. The following changes have been implemented by Qwest:

A new CR tracking database has been developed to enable CMP managers to
better track the progress of CRs
Because of the new CR tracking database, up-to-date CR reports are now
available, sorted various ways, on the CMP website
Each CR is now assigned a Project Manager so that each CR is now treated
within Qwest as a Project
A Director of Change Management so that the Change Management function
within Qwest now has the requisite authority to direct the work necessary to
effect the requested changes

The net affect of the above changes is that CRs are now processed by Qwest and
presented to the CLEC community in a much more timely manner than before.
As a result, CGE&Y closed AZIW01076. . -

Deficiency #3, Explanation

"Final" EDI design documents are only released to the CLECs three weeks prior
to a new EDI release. Qwest has two answers to this deficiency:

"Draft Developer Worksheets," which are developed by the EDI developers
during their design process, are issued to the CLEC community
approximately 180 days before a release. They are updated as needed until
the release is final.

2. EDI releases are supported by Qwest for six months after the release of a
newer version.

The problem with answer #1 above is that the "Draft Developer Worksheets" are
exactly that: drafts. Due to their sheer size, however, the fact that they may
change over time is a significant hindrance to using them as a design document.
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When the above point has been made to Qwest in the past, however, the
response has always been answer #2: that a CLEC can always use the previous
release for six months after a new release, thus giving them time to use the
"f inal" design documents to modify i ts system. While  true, the obvious problem
with this is that i t delays CLECs taking advantage of any expanded functional i ty
offered by a new release.

The existence of stable, unchanging requirements is an absolute pre-requisite to
CLECs being able  to code the ir own systems to match Qwest's.  CLECs have
brought up this issue both to the CICMP manager and their account management
teams on numerous occasions, with the same responses, l isted above, given
every time.

The release of EDI design documents is another topic that is being negotiated
through the CMP re-design effort. At the beginning of the process Qwest
proposed that it would adhere to the OBF 2233 proposal which calls for the
release of draft design documentation 66 calendar days prior to a release and final
documentation 45 calendar days prior,
This topic has not reached a consensus state among the core re-design team, but
CGE&Y considers the OBF proposal to be a reasonable timeframe in which to
release draft and f inal design documentation. Further, because of the
collaborative nature of the re-design process CGE&Y expects that whatever
decision is reached as to the timeliness of EDI documentation releases wil l  be
acceptable to the majority  of the CLEC community . As a result, CGE&Y c losed
A z I w o l 0 7 8 .

The following table contains specific findings cross-referenced with CGE&Y's
Arizona TSD objectives:

Version 2.0 427



TSD Section 6.6.2.2
Objective

Objective
satssffed?

Source Comments

(1 ) Does the Change
Management Process
information avallable to the
CLECs clearly document the
methodology, timing and
communication of Qwest
OSS software changes and
releases?

Y http: www qwe>t. The four phases of the Qwest OSS
development lifecycle are explained
in the document titled "Qwest
Change Control Process." The
phases are:

• Initiate
Develop
Deploy

Retire

Also included in the above
document are intervals for each task
involved in the CICMP process,
including communications to the
CLECs regarding upcoming
releases.

com whoa¢sale ac

mp \Vl'1dllsc1cII1D.h

M

(2) Are terms and definitions
utilized in the Change
Management Process
infonnatlon clearly
documented?

Y ht : www.Qwest| Section V of the document titled
"Qwest Change Control Process" is
titled "Terms and Definitions."
Most terms and their usage were
found to be consistent with standard
software quality management usage.
Instances where a term is unique to
the Qwest process, for example "T-
Shirt Size," are adequately
explained.

com/wholesale do
wnluads 010514 C
ICMP Document

_051401 doc

(3) Software releases are
periodic and predictable
(1.e., appropriately noticed)?

Y ht 1 www Qwest.| The CICMP homepage of the Qwest
wholesale website contains a link to
a calendar of upcorning releases and
their associated milestones.

com/whuiebale ac
mp calendar html

(4) Does the Change
Management Process
Information available ro the
CLECs clearly explain how
CLECs can request changes
lo the OSS?

Y http: www Qwest. The CR page of the CICMP website
contains a brief description of the
CR process, as well as links to the
CR form and instruction document.

com/wholesale do
unloads 2000 ind
ustrv team priorlt
1zation process.do

Q

Iht :/ www.qwest.
com/wholesale do
unloads 2001 010

3l3/Co-
Pro Change Rea
Form Inst 03130

l.doc
(5) Does CICMP
documentation include
forms for requesting
changes and clear
instructions for completing,

Y hiED: www.qwesL The CR page of the CICMP website
contains a brief description of the
CR process, as well as links to the
CR form and complete instruction
document.

com/wholesale do
unloads 2001 010

313 Co-
Pro Change Req
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TSD Section 6.6.2.2
Objective

Cbjective
Satisfied?

Source garments

E

submitting and tracking
progress on CLEC CRs?

Form Inst 03130
Ldoc

ht : www.qv»est.|

com/wholesale do
unloads 010605 C

R _Formdoc
(6) Does the Change
Management Process
provide for frequent
scheduled communications
regarding changes to the
CLECs?

Y http: www.qwest. CGE8LY observed copious
communications from the Qwest
CICMP manager to the CLECs
during the release lifecycles.
Examples of such communications
were:

•

•

Preparations for upcoming
CICMP meetings
Lists of candidate CRs
Draft Developer Worksheets for
EDI
Release notes•

com/wholesale ac

mp releasenoteht
4

(7) Releases issued as part
of the Change Management
Process are complete,
clearly written, and
distributed in a timely
fashion?

Y |ht : www.qwest. The release ofEDI design
documents is another topic that is
being negotiated through the CMP
re-design effort. At the beginning
of the process Qwest proposed that
it would adhere to the OBF 2233
proposal which calls for the release
of draft design documentation 66
calendar days prior to a release and
final documentation 45 calendar
days prior.

This topic has not reached a
consensus state among the core re-
design team, but CGE&Y considers
the OBF proposal to be a reasonable
timeframe in which to release draft
and final design documentatlon.
Further, because of the
collaborative nature of the re-design
process CGE&Y expects that
whatever decision is reached as to
the timeliness of EDI
documentation releases will be
acceptable to the majority of the
CLEC community. As a result,
CGE&Y closed AZIWOIO78.

com/disclosures n
etdisclo>Lue409.ht

ml

and

http: www.qwest.
com/wholesale cm

p redesignhtml

(8) Does the Change
Management Process
information available to the

Y 0ht  : www.qwest . The source document adequately
explains the process and provides
time intervals in which the steps will

com/wholesale/do
unloads 2000 001
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CLECs provide a clearly
defined escalation process?

201/Escalation 12 be carried out.
0100.doc

(9) If Change Management
Processes are located on the
internet, are URLs for this
information communicated
to CLECs via multiple
avenues?

Y N/A URLs are provided initially by a
CLEC's account team.

Also, links to relevant websites are
provided in all communications
from the CICMP manager.

(10) Are the roles and
responsibilities of each party
clearly communicated in the
Qwest Change Management
and escalation processes?

Y http://www.qwest, Every process description contained
in the source documents contains
tables with columns for Qwest and
co-provider (Le, CLEC)
responsibilities.

corn/wholesale/do
wnloads/2000/001
201/Escalation 12

0100.doc

http://www.qwest.
com/wholesale/do
wnloads/010514/C'
ICMP Document

_051401 .doc
(1 l) Does the
documentation available to
CLECs for Qwest's Change
Management Processes
clearly identify how CRs
will be evaluated and
prioritized for inclusion in
future releases?

Y http://www.c;west. Source documentation provides
detailed descriptions of the
processes involved.

All CRs will be evaluated by Qwest,
who will request more information
from the CLEC if necessary. They
will then be given a "T-shirt Size,"
i.e., level of effort, by the Qwest IT
staff Following this, they will be
evaluated and prioritized by the
CLECs in the CICMP meetings .

com/wholesale/do
wnloads/2000/ind
ustrv team Driorit
ization Drocess.d0

9.

(12) Does the Change
Management Process
information available to
CLECs clearly explain how
changes to the process and
forms utilized by the process
will be accomplished? If so,
is it clear how the new
process will be distributed
and how new forms will be
distributed/implemented and
the old process and forms
retired?

Y http://www.qwest. Qwest chartered and convened a
"Product and Process" CICMP in
December 2000. All processes
related to this CICMP are located on
the CICMP website.

com/wholesale/do
wnloads/0105 I4/C
ICMP Document

051401 .doc

(13) If utilized, are release
life cycles clearly described
including all activities
required by each segment of
the lifecycle?

Y ht ://www.qwest.0 The four phases of the Qwest OSS
development lifecycle are explained
in the document titled "Qwest
Change Control Process." The
phases are:

• Initiate
Develop

com/wholesale/do
wnloads/010514/C
ICMP Document

051401 .doc

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Version 2.0 430



TSD Section 6.6.2.2
Objective

Objective
Satisfied?

Source Comments

•

Deploy
Retire

Also included in the above
document are intervals for each task
involved in the CICMP process,
including communlcations to the
CLECs regarding upcoming
releases.

Thus far, Qwest has planned for two
major releases to IMA-GUI and EDI
per year.

(14) Is there a process in
place to notlfy CLECs in
advance of planned system
0utdges?

Y N/A Notification of all planned system
outages are sent directly to the
CLECs from the MA system
managers, and are likewise relayed
through the CICMP manager.

(15) Is there a process in
place to not1i§/ CLECs of
unplanned system outages?

Y In the fall of 2000, Qwest
implemented a notification system
called NewsBurst to send mass e-
mails to users about urgent MA
happenings

Also, Qwest instituted an auto e-
mail system to notify those that wish
to subscribe of system events.

TSD Section 6.6.2.3 Objective
satisfied?

Source Comments

(1) Are Qwest
methodologies, timing and
communications for Change
Management carried out in
accordance with the Qwest
processes and procedures
published and available to
the CLEC5?

Y https/ www.qwest.
com/wholesale/do
unloads 2001 010
514/CMP_Docum

ent_051401 .doc

And

ht 1 www.qwest.|

The current process satisfying this
objective is located at the URL
location at left. CGE&Y observed
that this process was followed by
Qwest. Additionally, the process is
being re-designed, with each sub-
process being implemented as it is
negotiated and agreed upon. The
URL for the re-design is also listed
at left.com/wholesale cm

p/redesignhtml
(2) Are the terms and
definitions utilized in the
Change Management
documentation published
and available to the CLECs
understood by the parties

Y http: www,qwest.
com/wholesale do
wnloads/2001 010
514 CMP_Docum

ent_051401 .doc

The CMP document contains a
Temps and Definitions section that
explains all terms that are unique to
Qwest. Additionally, the CMP re-
design effort is mutually negotiating
the definition of terms as the effort
progresses.

(3) How are software
releases handled? Are
releases periodic and

Y https/ www.qwest. Qwest publishes a 12-month
calendar of releases which Ir adheres
to. Additional "point" releases are

com/wholesale cm
p osscalendanhtml
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predictable (i.e.,
appropriately noticed) or
random

sometimes necessary to correct
functionality problems, and these
are appropriately noticed.

(4) Do the CLECs and the
Pseudo-CLEC understand
how they can request
changes to the Qwest OSS?
Do they understand where to
find the necessary forms" If
deficiencies exist, what is
the root cause

Y http://www.qwest. The CMP document outlines the
entire process. Additionally, the CR
form itself contains instructions for
its completion. CGE&Y observed
no instances of CLECs not knowing
where to obtain the required forms
or information.

com/wholesale/do
wnloads/200 l/0 IO
514/CMP Docum
cut 05l4()l.doc

(5) Do frequently scheduled
Change Management
communications take place
with the CLECs? Ipso, are
the communications open
and candid?

Y http://www.qwes!.
com/wholesale/cm
p/teammeetings.ht

ml

CMP meetings areheld once per
monthand are one day in duration.
There are separate day-long
meetings for Systems and
Product/Process CMPs. The CMP
re-design core team meets every two
weeks for at least one day per
session. Additional meetings are
scheduled as needed to clarify
CLEC requirements and discuss
other important issues.

(6) Does Qwest follow the
documented processes for
tracking and monitoring
CLEC change requests?
Can the CLECs determine
the status of their Change
Requests without
unreasonable effort?

Y httD://www.qwest. Qwest was observed to follow its
stated process. CRs have always
been posted on Qwest's website for
the CLECs to view, but this process
has recently been improved. Qwest
has recently implemented a new
way to view CRs where CLECs can
essentially pull a CR report and
choose to son it a variety of ways.
For instance, CRs can now be
viewed by initiator, by date, by the
date last updated, etc.

coli/wholesale/cm
p/chan2erequesLht

HJ

and

http://www.qwest.
com/wholesale/do
wnloads/2000/ind
usury_team_prioril
ization_process.do

c
(7) Examine a number of
randomly selected Release
Notes to determine if they
were distributed in a timely
fashion and if the
information was distributed
in a fashion allowing CLECs
time to properly prepare for
change

Y http://www.qwest.
com/wholesale/cm
p/releasenote.html

See Section 5.6 of this report.

(8) Are the escalation
processes made available to
the CLECs by Qwest
followed in practice

Y http://www.qwesL CGE&Y observed one CMP
escalation during the evaluation
period and found that Qwest
followed its published process.

com/wholesale/cm
D/escalations dieD

ute.html
(9) If Change Management
Processes, escalation
processes or other Qwest
processesproviding
information as to how
CLECs communicate, track,
or escalate changes are web

Y http://www.qwest. The Qwest website for change
management has been satisfactory
since the beginning of the evaluation
period, but Qwest has made
improvements to it throughout to
make it easier to navigate and locate
needed information.

com/wholesale/cm
p/whatiscmp.html
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based, is the information
reasonably accessible
(10) Are the roles and
responsibilities of each party
with regard to Change
Management clearly
understood

Y Iht ://www.qwest. The CMP document clearly outlines
roles and responsibilities.
Additionally, the re-design process
is currently defining new roles and
responsibilities for both Qwest and
the CLECs that will be in place in
the future.

co Wwholesale/do
wnloads/2001/010
514/CMP Slocum
ant 05I401.doc

(11) Do CLECs and the
Pseudo-CLEC understand
how change requests will be
evaluated and prioritized for
inclusion in future releases?
If they don't, what steps
could be taken to ensure
awareness in the future?
Does Qwest follow the
release prioritization
processes communicated in
their Change Management
Process

Y http://www.qwest. The Prioritization document (see
URL at left) contains the process by
which CRs are prioritized. As
CGE&Y has previously commented
in this report, the prioritization
process was deficient in that it only
included CLEC-initiated CRs. That
fact not withstanding, the actual
process was well documented and
understood.

The second URL at left contains
Qwest's latest proposed language
for prioritization under the re-
design. The issue of prioritization is
still under discussion and has not
reached consensus.

com/wholesale/do
wnloads/2000/ind

team priorityuse
ization Drocess.do

Q

and

sht 1//www.qwest.
com/wholesale/do
wnloads/2001/0] 1
121/PropCRPriorit
izationLa11,ql 1 -20-

01.doc

(12) Are changes to the
Change Management
Process executed in
accordance with the
information communicated
in the Qwest Change
Management documentation
available to the CLECs

Y ht ://www.qwest.I Prior to convening the CMP re-
design effort, changes to the CMP
itself could be made through the
Product and Process CMP. The re-
design effort is re-designing the
entire process from the ground up.
Any suggested changes to the
process are brought to the re-design
meetings. The re-design team has
not yet outlined a procedure for
making changes to the process once
the re-design meetings are
concluded and the process
implemented.

com/wholesale/do
wnloads/2001 /010
514/CMP Docum
ant 051401.doc

and

ht 1//www.qwest.1

com/wholesale/cm
p/redesi,qn.html

(13) Are release life cycles
clearly communicated and
does Qwest adhere to
announced future releases as
described in their Change
Management Process

Y http://www.Qwest. Qwest maintains a 12-month
calendar of planned releases to their
CLEC interfaces. This schedule
includes point releases and also the
dates at which current releases will
be retired.

com/wholesale/cm
p/0 sscalendar. html

(14) Does Qwest provide a
development/change
management test bed for use
by the CLECsto test new
development or changes
before they are
implemented? Does the test
bed contain sufficient
functionality and are proper

Y http://www.qwest. CGE&Y issued AZIWOIO44 to
document Qwest's lack of a stand-
alone test environment for use by
CLECs in their EDI testing efforts.
Qwest created such an environment
and made it available to CLECs on l
August 2001. The IWO was closed.

Procedures for the use of the Stand-

com/wholesale/do
wn1oads/2001/01 I
203/IMA EDI lm
I lamentation Gui
defines 8 0 CUR
RENT VERSION

.doc
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test bed operating
procedures in place to allow
CLECs sufficient
opportunity to implement
changes in a timely fashion?
Is the test bed consistent
with the capabilities and
functionalities of the
production environment?
Can CLECs obtain
certification from Qwest for
updated releases through test
bed testing or must
certification also include
production testing

and

http://www.qwest.

Alone Test Environment (SATE)
are contained in Qwest's EDI
Implementation Guide.

The functionality of Qwest's SATE
is not being evaluated as part of
CGE&Y's 271 OSS evaluation, but
is being evaluated separately.

CLECs can use the SATE for
progression (i.e., interoperability)
testing, but still must complete
controlled production testing prior
to certification.

co 1/wholesale/do
wnloads/2001/011
128/DataDocumen

tV8.07.doc
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6. Support Processes

The communications, documentation, and processes summarized in the following sections
provided the structure and openness required for the Arizona §271 Test. The requirements
made the Test one of the most thorough tests of an ALEC's OSS performed to date.

6.1 Communications

The communications processes employed during the Arizona §27l Test were designed
to maximize openness between all parties throughout the test process. This openness
was accomplished through a range of formal communications described in the sub-
sections that follow. These communications ensured that test plans, test results, and
supporting documentation would be shared and openly discussed among all parties.
The extensive use of listen lines, regular meeting schedules, Incidental Contact Reports
(ICE), and publication of agendas and minutes guaranteed that parties would be
included in the discussion of issues, decisions and actions during all phases of testing.
The establishment and operation of the TAG and its subcommittees was critical to the
goal of open testing. Aspects of the Communications Process are also surnniarized
within the SuppOrt Processes Section of this report. (See Section 6.3.6)

1

6.1.1 Test Advisory Group (TAG)

The TAG was established at the beginning of test activities, in December, 1999.
The TAG consisted of the ACC, DCI, CGE&Y, the Pseudo-CLEC, Qwest and
those CLECs and other participants who desired to participate. The purpose of
the TAG was to act as a collaborative body, insuring openness and consensus
throughout the test process. The TAG also fUnctioned as a communications
mechanism to advise all parties of test results, exceptions and corrective action
and to provide CLEC feedback to the parties planning and performing the testing.

The TAG conducted bi-monthly and event related conferences, either in person
or by teleconference. This meeting schedule was maintained on an as required
basis.

CGE&Y facilitated TAG meetings throughout the project. Three business days
prior to each scheduled TAG meeting, CGE&Y distributed a preparatory packet
to the TAG members. This packet consisted of: `

Agenda
Minutes from previous meeting
Calendar
Master Issues Log / Action Items
Incidental Contact Report
Incident Work Order (IWO) Status
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Three business days after each TAG meeting, CGE&Y distributed meeting
minutes. A two-day TAG comment period followed this distribution of minutes
after which updated meeting minutes were finalized.

6.1.2 Problem Solver Meeting
The purpose of the Problem Solver meeting was to review and discuss the
Project Plan, and related test problems. The Problem Solver meeting was held
on a weekly basis, and was previously known as the Work Structure Reporting
Meeting prior to calendar year 2001. The participants were the ACC, DCI,
CGE&Y, the Pseudo-CLEC, and Qwest. A listen line was provided to the
CLECs.

CGE&Y facilitated the Problem Solver Meeting. Prior to the call, CGE&Y
distributed the updated Project Plan. The full Project Plan was distributed tithe
ACC, the Pseudo-CLEC and CGE&Y. A dates-redacted version was distributed
to the remaining members of the TAG. No formal agenda was produced for the
meetings and no minutes were produced.

Problems not resolved in this forum were moved to the Qwest Executive Level
Meeting.

6.1.3 Qwest Executive Level Meeting

The purpose of the Qwest Executive Level meeting was to address issues not
resolved in the Problem Solver meeting. These meetings began in January 2001,
and were held weekly. The participants were the ACC, DCI, the Pseudo-CLEC,
CGE&Y and Qwest. A listen line was provided to the CLECs.

This meeting was facilitated by the ACC. Prior to the meeting, the ACC or
CGE&Y distributed an agenda that consisted of action items to be reviewed.
Action items not resolved were conied forward to the next week's agenda. No
minutes were produced.

6.1.4 Weekly Arizona Corporation Commission (ACC) Update Meeting
The purpose of the Weekly ACC Update meeting was to provide clarification
and coordination of consultant activities and was a communication vehicle
between the ACC, DCI, HP and CGE&Y.

This meeting had no formal agenda or minutes published.

6.1.5 Interim Final Report Workshops

As part of the collaborative approach to OSS testing in Arizona, Interim Final
Reports were released for the Retail Parity Evaluation, the Relationship
Management Evaluation, the Capacity Test, and the Functionality Test.
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August 7 to 10, 2001 Retail Parity Evaluation
September 25 to 27, 2001 Relationship Management
October 25 & 26, 2001 Capacity
November 27 to 30, 2001 Functionality
December 12 to 14, 2001 SATE / Data Reconciliation
December 17 & 18, 2001 CMP
January 15 to 18, 2002 Final Report: of merged Intent Reports
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Fourteen days after the release of each of these Interim Final Reports (21 days
for the Functionality Test), parties could submit pre-filed questions to CGE&Y.
CGE&Y responded in writing at least two days prior to the workshop scheduled
for the appropriate Interim Final Report. The workshops were scheduled as
follows:

DCI facilitated the Interim Final Report Workshops. Parties could file briefs
after each workshop, which are on record with the ACC.

6.2 Documentation

CGE&Y produced formal documentation of §27l Test planning, execution, and results
and made this formal documentation available to parties throughout the life of the
project. The MTP and TSD were the guiding documents of the Arizona §271 Test. The
Interim Final Reports along with extensive support documentation records the execution
and results of the test plans. The following sub-sections highlight some of the more
critical test documentation.

6.2.1 Master Test Plan (MTP)

This MTP set forth the approach, scope and focus, timeline, roles and
responsibilities, testing phases (planning, preparation, execution, and
analysis/reporting), and all associated required activities for the testing of the
CLEC access that Qwest provides to its OSS.

The MTP was originally created by DCI. DCI's Draft MTP was distributed to
all participants in the Arizona 271 proceeding. Following the first workshop, a
Request for Proposal (RFP) for conducting a comprehensive Third Party Test of
Qwest's OSS was issued. Parties were allowed to comment on the proposals
submitted and the ACC subsequently conducted a series of vendor interviews.
Selections of a Third Party Test Administrator and a Third Party Test
Transaction Generator were made in the fourth quarter of 1999. Parties '
comments and suggestions concerning the Draft MTP defined the agenda for the
remaining workshops. At the last workshop, the parties established the TAG.
Through these workshops and subsequent TAG meetings, significant changes
were made to the MTP based on all TAG members' input and comments. The
MTP was baselines at Version 4.0 by CGE&Y, subject to ACC approval, on .
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Document Milestones Date

DCI - Test Plan Outline Defined 8/5/99

DCI - Draft Arlzona OSS Test Plan to the ACC 8/20/99

DCI Draft Arizona OSS Test Plan distributed to Qwest and
CLECs

8/30/99

DCI - Draft Arizona OSS Test Plan presented at 1st Workshop 9/13/99

DCI - Test Plan Revlslon: Issue 1.1 9/23/99

DCI - Test Plan Revlslon: Issue 1.2 10/7/99

DCI - Test Plan Revlslonz Issue 1.3 10/15/99

DCI - Test Plan Revlslon: Issue 1.4 11/1/99

DCI - Test Plan Revision: Issue 1.5 11/15/99

DCI - Test Plan Revision: Issue 1.6 11/16/99

DCI - Test Plan Revision: Issue 1.7 11/17/99

DCI Test Plan Revision: Issue 2.1 12/10/99

DCI Transferred MTP Document to CGE&Y 1/14/00

CGE&Y .- Draft 3.0 1/31/00

CGE&Y - Draft 3. 1 2/18/00

CGE&Y - Draft 3.2 3/7/00

CGE&Y - Baselined MTP Version 4.0 3/23/00

CGE&Y - Verslon 4. 1 2/2/01

CGE&Y - Version 4.2 6/29/01

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

March 23, 2000. Testing was initiated from this baselines MTPand its
successor versions.

CGE&Y issued the current updated MTP Version 4.2, on June 29, 2001 _
chronology of this document is shown in the following table:

The

The MTP describes the following test sections:

The Performance Measurement Evaluation consisted of a
Performance Measurement Audit and Performance MeasureMent
Evaluations performed during the Functionality and Capacity Tests.
The Performance Measurement Audit was released as a separate
document and is not included in the Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test.
The Performance Measurement Evaluations are in the Functionality and
Capacity sections of this Final Report.

»
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1/31/2000 TSD version 2.0 distributed to TAG
2/7/2000 TSDversion 2.1 distributed to TAG
2/25/2000 TSD version 2.2 distributed to TAG
3/27/2000 TSD version 2.3 distributed to TAG
4/18/2000 TSD version 2.4 distributed to TAG
5/8/2000 TSD version 2.5 distributed to TAG
5/19/2000 TSD version 2.6 distributed to the TAG
6/24/2000 TSD version 2.7 distributed to the TAG
1/26/2001 TSD version 2.8 distributed to the TAG
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The Functionality Test was designed to provide information that the
ACC could use to address the ability of Qwest's OSS to provide
operational functionality to CLECs.

The Retail ParityEvaluation was designed to provide the ACC with
the information it required to assess Qwest's ability to provide CLECs
with non-discriminatory access to its OSSA

The Capacity Test was designed to provide information which the ACC
could use to assess the capability of Qwest's OSS to handle loads equal
to or greater than those projected by the various CLEC participants for
estimated volumes projected one year from the date of the running of the
Capacity Test. This test provided the ACC with the information it
needed to evaluate Qwest's OSS and staff scalability.

The Relationship Management Evaluation was designed to provide
information that the ACC could use to determine whether the methods,
procedures and information which Qwest employs to communicate with
the CLECs are effective.

6.2.2 Test Standards Document (TSD)

The Arizona TSD was created to describe how the 271 OSS tests and
evaluations would be executed. The TSD contains a test approach and detailed
test procedures and criteria, including entrance and exit criteria. The TSD was
finalized through the collaborative TAG process, which enabled the CLECs to
identify their specific testing needs and concerns, and provided them an
opportunity to offer significant input to the testing.

The TSD was created by CGE&Y, with the first release going to the TAG on
January 31, 2000. Subsequent revisions were made through the collaborative
TAG process, and the final version, TSD 2. 10, was released on September 6,
2001 ,

The chronology of the TSD document is shown in following table:

4
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6/29/2001 TSD version 2.9 distributed to the TAG
9/6/2001 TSD version 2. 10 distributed to the TAG

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

The TSD defined the detail of the testing process, with detailed descriptions of
the following:

End-User Friendlies
Functionality Test
Retail Parity Evaluation
Capacity Test
Relationship Management Evaluation
Perfonnance Measurement Evaluation

The TSD test approach defined the test phases for each of the test/evaluations,
and the required entrance criteria, activities, and exit criteria.

The TSD defined multiple checkpoints including daily reports, regularly
scheduled meetings with the TAG, formal meetings with the ACC, and formal
milestone checkpoints.

6.2.3 Test Case Templates
Test Case Templates were used by the CGE&Y testing teams to record testing
progress by cell and scenario. The cell and scenario definitions were ,
incorporated from Appendix A of the MTP. Testing progress was recorded as
actual testing was completed, this testing progress is shown in status fields, and
iteration and order counts and percentages. Detail may be found both in the
body of the individual report sections of this Final Report and in archive files
referenced in those report sections.

6.2.4 CGE&Y/HP Interface
Each of the Interim Final Reports describes the roles and responsibilities of
CGE&Y and HP and their interfaces. In general, CGE&Y sent test scripts to HP
that it, in turn, submitted through its gateway to Qwest. HP then provided
Qwest's responses (FOC, SOC, REJ, JEP) to CGE&Y for analysis.

In addition, there is an HPC - CGE&Y Interface Requirements for 271 Test
Generator (Vet 1.0) report that provides detailed specifications of the
transactions to be collected by HP, and provided to CGE&Y. This report is
highly confidential and is not referenced in this document. 8

6.2.5 Performance Measurement Audit (PMA) Report
The PMA was an audit of the approved Performance Measures in Arizona. This
audit consisted of an evaluation of procedures for documentation, data collection
processes, calculation and other processes Qwest applied in providing
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10/6/00 Draft v. 1 Initial report
12/8/00 Draft v.2 Pre-order Measures

Order & Provisioning Measures
2/20/01
3/1/01
3/27/01

Draft v.3a
Draft v.3b
Draft v.3c

Complex Ordering & Provisionrng Measures
Billing Measures
Maintenance & Reparr Measures

6/12/01 Draft v. 4 Non-functionality Measures
11/1/01 Final  v. 1 Red-lined Finalized report
12/21/01 Final Final Report
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performance measurement information to the CLECs in the state of Arizona.
The PMA Report was released as an interim and final report with input from the
TAG at each milestone. The Final  PMA Report was re leased as a separate
report, and is not part of the Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test. There were
128 IWis created during the  Performance Measurement Audit .  The re lease
schedule is shown in the fol lowing table :

6.2.6 CLEC Report

The CLEC Report was distributed to CLECs, the ACC and DCI during testing.
The report was produced on a regular basis starting in January, 2001. It showed
summarized test results in a single record transaction overview by tracking
number. The report showed when transactions were submitted, and when the
last FOC and SOC were received for the tracking number indicated. The report
detai l  included:

• Pseudo-CLEC Tracking #
PON
Process Area
Transaction Media
Date Submitted
Date Completed
FOC Rece ived
SOC Rece ived

6.2.7 Proj e c t Plan

CGE&Y managed the Master Project Control  Schedule . The Master Project .
Control Schedule integrated and incorporated work breakdown structures for al l
test activities. CGE&Y monitored detai led activity plans and schedules to
measure milestone achievement and percent completion of each task. This
monitoring was performed weekly and Project Plan status was provided to the
TAG at appropriate levels of summarization.
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\

6.3 Processes
The following section contains brief descriptions of processes required for the test
effort.

3

6.3.1 Incident Work Order (IWO) Process

IWis were issued to identify and report incidents where an interface, system or
process tested or discovered by the Pseudo-CLEC or CGE&Y was suspect or
did not meet objective criteria, standards or expectations. The IWO process also
served as a tracking device to ensure that all incidents were corrected within a
reasonable time frame depending on the severity of the problem. IWis were
not issued on the creation process of the test bed accounts. To obtain more
detailed process procedure, including sample IWO forms, refer to Appendix I of
the TSD.

/

A11 incidents were forwarded to CGE&Y. The CGE&Y coordiNator assigned a
tracking number to the document, assessed the severity level and forwarded to
Qwest and the TAG for a resolution. CGE&Y tracked the incident through
completion and reported any updates or missed commitments by any party to the
TAG membership. All incidents Were documented by CGE&Y and stored for
the duration of the project.
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IWO PROCESS
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6.3.2 Test Exception Process

The Test Exception Process is a formal process which includes retesting, when
an interface, system or process tested does not meet established criteria,
standards or expectations, in order to resolve the test exception. Retesting was
performed for IWis. in Billing, Functionality, and the Retail Parity Evaluation.
Results of retesting are shown in updated IWO tables in the appropriate Final
Reports.

4
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The process includes the following steps:

An interface, system, or process tested by the Pseudo-CLEC and/or
CGE&Y does not meet objective criteria, standards or expectations.
CGE&Y creates an IWO describing the issue(s) raised after certifying
that the failing is factual. (See IWO Process.)
Interested parties file comments, if applicable, regarding the exception
and the resolution and re-testing steps. Retesting, if determined
necessary by the TAG, is performed to determine if the fixes by Qwest
have resolved the problems causing the test case to fail. All criteria for
the test must be passed at this point.
CGE&Y prepares the re-test, including test scripts and cases for use by
the Pseudo-CLEC, as needed.
If the re-test results meet the criteria, standards, or expectations, then the
process is considered complete and the Performance Acceptance
Certificate (PAC) is reviewed with the TAG in accordance with
Appendix I of the TSD.
If the applicable criteria have not been met, the process is repeated until
the criteria are met, or Qwest notifies CGE&Y that no further work will
be done to resolve the exception.

r

6.3.3 Incidental Contact Report (ICE) Process

The purpose of the ICE Process is to record all incidental contacts between
CGE&Y and Qwest as well as between HP and Qwest. A report of incidental
contacts is created and delivered with the TAG packet prior to each TAG
meeting. An ICE template was used by affected personnel to record all
incidental contacts with Qwest personnel.

6.3.4 Test Scenario Request Process

The Test Scenario Request Process is shown in the flowchart below:
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6.3.5 Impasse Process

The purpose of the Impasse Process was to resolve TAG issues that reached an
impasse between the TAG members. The process of communication and ACC
resolution is described below.

IMPASSE

>

> >

>

>

6.3.6 Communication Process

The Communication Process was implemented to build a quality process for
CGE&Y communications with the ACC, DCI, Qwest and the Industry. The
steps of this process are as follows.

A stakeholder could request information (Ag. deliverable, issue resolution, etc.)
of a CGE&Y project member directly, via conversation during a meeting or by
e-mail. The preferred method is of submission was via e-mail to the
Sedona@usa.capgemini.com mailbox. If the stakeholder did not submit a
request via the Sedona mailbox, it was the responsibility of the CGE&Y team
member receiving the request to send an e-mail to the Sedona mailbox
summarizing the details of the request from the stakeholder.

The CGE&Y Communication Manager continually monitored the Sedona
mailbox. The Communication Manager replied to the stakeholder via e~mail
advising that the request has been received by CGE&Y, and included a
restatement of the request. If the requestor did not reply by Close of Business
(COB) the following day, the Communication Manager's reply was considered
an accurate reflection of their request.

9
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If a due date could not be met, CGE&Y contacted the requestor to notify them
of the delay and negotiate a new delivery date.

When a request was completed, the Communication Manager sent, via e-mail,
the finalized response to the stakeholder. If there was no objection from the
requestor by COB the following day, the resolution was considered accepted and
the item was closed by CGE&Y.

All correspondence sent to a stakeholder required a courtesy copy to the
remainder of the ACC/DCI distribution list.

6.3.7 Openness Report Process

Regularly scheduled meetings or calls between CGE&Y and Qwest were open
to the CLECs through the establishment of a listen line. CGE&Y e-mailed TAG
members, with a 24-hour lead time, the date and time of the call and the listen
line number. The CLECs were also allowed to submit comment on these calls
to the CGE&Y Project Manager and all TAG members within two days of each
call.

The only contacts between CGE&Y and Qwest that were not subject to this
openness requirement were unscheduled, incidental contacts. However, in such
cases CGE&Y advised the ACC of any such contacts before they occurred to
allow the ACC and/or DCI to participate. The CLECs subsequently were
apprised of all calls or contacts and the purpose of them at the next regularly
scheduled TAG meeting. The CLECs were also apprised of any conclusions
reached in those calls or contacts. The rule was one of openness and the ACC
expected such incidental contacts to be kept to an absolute minimum, with .
virtually all issues involving Qwest discussed in either a regularly scheduled call
with Qwest or the TAG as appropriate .

Executive Sessions between CGE&Y and Qwest were necessary to discuss such
issues as the company's assessment of competitive market transaction volumes
regarding capacity tests and the programming and system design of Qwest's
performance measurements computer systems for data collection and
processing. To the extent possible, CGE&Y provided notice of all Executive
Sessions and a listen line was made available. The CLECs were kept informed
of all topics discussed at all Executive Sessions. The ACC and/or DCI took part
in all such sessions and to the extent they could without divulging proprietary
data, reported any conclusions of those sessions at the next regularly scheduled
TAG meeting.

4

6.3.8 Master Issues Process

The Master Issues Process provided a structure to track issues, actions, and
resolutions discussed in the TAG meetings. CGE&Y maintained the log, and
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provided tracking and follow-up on the issues and 'actions recorded in the log.
Issues progressed to action items based on the TAG meeting process. The
Master Issues/Action Log was included in the TAG packet.

The Master Issues Process was included issues and actions discussed in the TAG
meeting. Therefore, entries in the Master Issues /Action Log may show overlap
in content with IWis and Data Request entries.

6.3.9 Data Request Process

The Data Request Process provided a procedure for CGE&Y to request business
rules, procedures, or data from Qwest. The process steps were as fol lows:

CGE&Y'S Communication Manager entered a request into the Data
Request log, and assigned a tracking # and a due date.
CGE&Y's Communication Manager forwarded the Data Request to
Qwest with a request description, trackiNg #, initiator, and due date.
Qwest responded to the request with a Qwest tracking #.

r

Data requests were made available to the TAG with the issuance of the interim
final reports.

6.3.10 Friendlies Process

End Users (Friendlies) were individuals within Arizona for which the §27l test
was being conducted who volunteered their physical location to establish test
lines. In addition, volunteers were offering their time to aid in the verification of
Qwest provisioning and repair operations and the generation of real-world usage
and billing data.

Friendlies were recruited and managed by CGE&Y. The recruitment of
Friendlies was carried out in a manner approved by the ACC. Solicitations
targeted CGE&Y employees, state government employees, CLEC employees,
and Qwest employees as approved by the ACC.

r

The following are flowcharts representing Friendly processes:
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6.3.11 AT&T/HPC/CGE&Y Interface Process
This process was used by AT8cT, HP and CGE&Y in support of unbundled loop
(UNE-L) and Local Number Portability (LNP) test cases.

Roles specific to this process were:

AT&T worked with HP (the Pseudo-CLEC) to provision and test
unbundled loop and LNP services. AT&T dedicated vacant collocation
facilities to be used when processing these types of orders and acted as
the engineering/switching group for HP. AT&T identified collocation
sites and the dedicated facilities whieh served as HP's facility inventory
for the duration of the testing.

CGE&Y was responsible for assignment of the facilities to specific
orders and documented this information on the associated test script.
CGE&Y maintained the facility list inventory as orders were installed or
disconnected, and ensured that only the vacant facilities were assigned to
orders .

Details of the communication processes and responsibilities of each of the
parties involved can be found in the Process section and in Appendix F of the
Final Functionality Test Report, which is included in this document.

6.3.12 WorldCom/CGE&Y Interface Process
This process was used by WorldCom and CGE&Y in support of Electronic
Bonding - Trouble Administration (EB-TA).

Roles specific to this process were:
I

\

CGE&Y worked with WorldCom to test Electronic Bonding for Trouble
Administration. CGE&Y was responsible for producing test scripts for
EB-TA testing. CGE&Y acted as the point of contact to answer calls
from Qwest's technicians.

WorldCom transmitted test trouble tickets, and received trouble ticket
responses. WorldCom provided responses and results to CGE&Y.

Details of the communication processes and responsibilities of each of the
parties involved can be found in the Process section of the Final Functionality
Test Report, which is included in this document.
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6.3.13 COVAD/CGE&Y Interface Process

This process was used by COVAD and CGE8LY in support of line sharing and
DSL.

Roles specific to this process were:

CGE&Y worked with COVAD to test line sharing and DSL. CGE&Y
was responsible for producing test scripts and providing addresses for the
testing performed by COVAD.

COVAD entered CGE&Y test orders through one of their ISPs.
COVAD provided details by tracking number of results of each test to
CGE&Y.

Details of the communication processes and responsibilities of each of the
parties involved can be found in the Process section of the Final Functionality
Test Report, which is included in this document.
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7. Findings/Conclusions/Recommendations
This section summarizes the findings and conclusions from four test and evaluation areas:
Functionality Test, Retail Parity Evaluation, Capacity Test, and Relationship Management
Evaluation. The initial findings were made as a result of the test execution that culminated
with the publication of the four Interim Final Reports. Subsequent retest and re-evaluation
either supported the initial findings or led to new findings. These final sets of findings are
reflected in this section as well as in the body of the individual test and evaluation sections
of the Final Report.

IWis that were created by CGE&Y, but later deemed Not Applicable or were Withdrawn
are not included in the IWO totals in this section. See Appendix B for all IWis.

7.1 Functionality Test

Conclusion

CGE&Y concludes that Qwest provides sufficient electronic functions and manual
interfaces to allow competing carriers access to all of the necessary OSS functions in
Arizona. This conclusion is supported by test activity, observations, and system,
procedural and metric improvements that Qwest has made in response to IWis
generated during this Functionality Test. Qwest made hundreds of system, process, and
documentation improvements as a direct result of the execution of the OSS, PMA, and
Data Reconciliation test efforts.

In cases where there was disparity in performance measures, CGE&Y recommends
review of commercial data to draw conclusions of parity between wholesale and retail
going forward.

Findings

/ CGE&Y's review of Qwest's OSS identified a number of documentation, process,
training and system issues. Appendix I of the TSD established the methodology for
creating IWis to record, investigate, and provide resolution for issues encountered
during testing. CGE&Y created 169 IWis during the Functionality Test/Retest to
address these issues. Of the 169 IWis, 30 IWis were subsequently Withdrawn or
were deemed Not Applicable and 2 IWis are still under evaluation. One Hundred
Thirty Seven IWis were issued, responded to, verified, and subsequently closed.

The following table identifies( the functional areas tested and classification of the IWO
findings. This table does not include the 30 IWis that were withdrawn.

f
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Provlslon
M&R 4 2 1 1 0 0 8
Bllhng 7 1 11 10 0 0 29
Performance
Measures

1 0 1 6 29 0 37

TOTAL 44 7 22 26 29 9 137
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Of the 137 closed IWis, 44 resulted in Qwest system improvements. CGE&Y is
encouraged by the positive impact these improvements have had on the CLEC's ability
to process pre-order, order, M&R and billing transactions.

These IWis were issued, responded to, verified, and subsequently closed, based on a
combination of retest and re-evaluation. This includes Qwest improvements to systems
and procedures, re-examination of test procedures and assumptions, and data
reconciliation.

Pre-Order

CGE&Y reported statistical Endings for the PSeudo-CLEC and aggregate commercial
CLEC results for the following pre-order measures:

LSR Rejection Notice Interval (PO-3)
FOCs On Time (PO-5)
Billing Completion Notification (PO-7)
Jeopardy Notice Interval (PO-8)
Timely Jeopardy Notices (PO-9)

Based on Pseudo-CLEC results, and commercial CLEC results where insufficient
Pseudo-CLEC data were available, CGE&Y found that Qwest provided disparate or
below benchmark service for 7 individual disaggregations. These disaggregations
included LSRs submitted via EDI and rejected manually, manually returned LNP resale
aggregate FOCs on time submitted via EDI, manual and failed flow-through LNP FOCs
returned on time, jeopardy notice interval for non-designed Orders, and timely UNE-P
jeopardy notices. CGE&Y issued five IWis (AZIWOI 108, AzIwo2l08,
AzIwo2l26, AZIW02109, and AZIWOZI ll) in response to these performance
failures and validated that Qwest had instituted fixes to address the issues and/or
performance had improved for the retest period.

CGE&Y observed instances when address validation transactions did not return the
appropriate responses. Three IWis were created during pre-order testing and were
resolved based on the success of address validations during re-test, and by the
identification of Pseudo-CLEC errors. (AZIW02117, AZIW01089, AZIW01047)

l

Order
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CGE&Y reported statistical  f indings for the Pseudo-CLEC and aggregate commercial
CLEC results for the fol lowing ordering measures:

Installation Commitments Met (OP-3)
Average Installation Interval (OP-4)
New Service Installation Quality (OP-5)
Delayed Days (OP-6)
Coordinated Cuts On~Time (OP-13)

Based on Pseudo-CLEC results, and commercial  CLEC results where insuff ic ient
Pseudo-CLEC data were avai lable , CGE&Y found that Qwest provided disparate or
below benchmark service  for 15 individual  disaggregations. These disaggregations
included instal lation commitments met for dispatched and non-dispatched residential ,
dispatched business outside an MSA, and designed ISDN BRS orders, instal lation
intervals for dispatched business, non-dispatched Centrex, ISDN BRS, PBX, and UNE-
P, and designed ISDN BRS and PBX orders, new service instal lation qual i ty for
megabit orders, and delayed days for dispatched business Orders. CGE&Y issued five
I W i s  ( A Z I W O Z I  1 0 ,  A z I w o 2 l 0 7 ,  A Z I W 0 2 1 0 0 ,  A z I w o 2 l 0 4 ,  a n d  A z I w o 2 l 2 3 )  i n
response to these performance fai lures and validated that Qwest had instituted fixes to
address the issues and/or performance had improved for the retest period. For all  other
disaggregations where suff ic ient data were avai lable , CGE&Y found that Qwest was
providing parity service or met the appropriate benchmark.

CGE&Y found that Qwest did not del iver a SOC on completed orders approximately
25% of  the  t ime .  (AzIwol045) Qwest  has implemented system changes and
monitoring processes that have resolved this IWO. CGE&Y conducted a retest to verify
that Qwest sent SOC to the Pseudo-CLEC for each order via the Loss and Completion
Report. During the retest activities, 130 selected orders received a SOC as expected, 65
each, between the two order submission systems, EDI and MA systems. The Loss and
Completion Report was rece ived from Qwest on a dai ly  basis,  Monday - Saturday . Of
the 130 orders, 121 orders received an order completion notif ication within the expected
time frame. For the remaining 8 orders, the notif ication of order completion was
received after the expected time frame Due Date plus one (DD + 1). Seven of the nine
orders that the notif ication was received late were submitted using the EDI system. One
order completion was submitted using the  MA system. For the  one MA order,
completion notif ication appeared to be late according to the Loss and Completion
Report. CGE&Y submitted Data Request-259 to c larify  the order status. In Qwest's
response they c ited MA Reference Guide Chapter 3 as a suggested method for the
Pseudo-CLEC to monitor Order statuses. CGE&Y verif ied the guide and validated that
order status can be monitored using either the LSR Status Inquiry or Status Updates
functions under PreOrder/Order/PostOrder section of MA, and the completion notice is
validated through a process of an auto-push message. In the case of the EDI orders an
865 transaction is the actual completion notice from the EDI transaction fi le . The two
completion notif ication methods for IMA-GUI and EDI provide the Pseudo-CLEC with
the abi l i ty to monitor current order condition. An additional Data Request-262 was
issued on five PONs to which the completion notification Was not reported as expected

e
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on the Loss and Completion Report, due date plus 1. Of the f ive PONs, four were
issued via the IMA-GUI gateway and one was issued via EDI. The response received
from Qwest val idated CGE&Y discoveries of the Qwest system ordering processes for
IMA-GUI and EDI. The response provided evidence of the methods that can be
uti l ized by the Pseudo-CLEC to monitor order status. These methods were val idated by
the Pseudo~CLEC and the CGE&Y Retest Team. The Loss and Completion Report
constitutes a batch process used primarily to report on service requests that have been
completed. Order completions for IMA/GUI and EDI are collected and transmitted to
the Pseudo-CLEC using a batch fi le creating the report. If an order completes after the
batch ti le has been transmitted for the day the completed order wil l  then be included in
the fol lowing days Loss and Completion Report. CGE8cY determined that this IWO
should be closed based on the results logged during the test effort.

CGE&Y encountered numerous incidents of Qwest using the FOC to communicate a
due date jeopardy, or a reject message after receipt of an initial FOC. Qwest is working
through the CMP process to elicit CLEC input to improve the efficiency of the FOC
process. (AZIWOl 107, AZIWOI 114, AZIWOZI 15, AZIW02116, AZIW02069)
Further retest and re-evaluation closed these IWis based on l) Qwest retraining of its
personnel, 2) Qwest procedural changes relating to issuance of FOCs after SOCs, and 3)
additional system edits to prevent premature FOC issuance. CGE&Y conducted an
extensive retest and did not encounter re-occurrences of these issues.

Further retest and re-evaluation supported these findings.

Maintenance & Repair

CGE&Y reported statistical findings for the Pseudo-CLEC and aggregate commercial
CLEC results for the following M&R measures:

Out of Service Troubles Cleared Within 24 Hours (MR-3)
All Troubles Within 48 Hours (MR-4)
All Trouble Cleared Within 4 Hours (MR-5)
Repair Repeat Report Rate (MR-7)
Trouble Rate (MR-8)
Repair Appointments Met (MR-9)

Based on Pseudo-CLEC results, and commercial  CLEC results where insuff ic ient
Pseudo-CLEC data were avai lable , CGE&Y found that Qwest provided disparate
service or fai led to meet the benchmark standard for the Pseudo-CLEC for non-
dispatched UNE~P out-of-service troubles cleared within 24 hours, non-dispatched
UNE-P mean time to restore, and dispatched and non-dispatched UNE-P repair
appointments met.  CGE&Y issued three  IWis (AZIWOI 190, AZIW01191 ,  and
AzIwo2l25) in response to these  performance fai lures and val idated that Qwest had
instituted fixes to address the issues and/or performance had improved for the retest
period. For al l  other disaggregations where suff ic ient data were avai lable , CGE&Y
found that Qwest was providing parity service or met the appropriate benchmark.

1
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CGE&Y encountered very  few negative  resu l ts during M&R testing. Some CEMR
tickets were either not present or were con'upted. EB-TA results were positive, the only
negative result relates to Qwest clearance of a ticket.

CGE&Y encountered numerous bi l l ing discrepancies during the bi l l ing val idation.
Qwest has responded that these discrepancies were primari ly the result of human error
and that training has been provided to the individuals and teams to prevent future
occurrences. In addition, Qwest implemented a system enhancement and a Multi
Channel  Communication (MCC) to address these  i ssues.  On this basis these  IWis
were c losed. (AZIWOI 152, AZIWOI 154, AZIWOI163, AZlWOl 1 6 6 , AZ l WO l  l 8 3 )

CGE&Y also conducted a Supplemental DUF Evaluation in January and February
2002; As a result of this evaluation, four IWis were issued (AzIwol2l5,
AZIWOZIZ7, AZIWO2l28 and AzIwo2l29). CGE&Y retested and closed
AZIWOZI27 and AZIW02128. AZIWOl2l5 and Azlwo2 l29 remain under
evaluation.

CGE&Y reported statistical findings for the Pseudo-CLEC and aggregate commercial
CLEC results the following billing measures:

Time To Provide Recorded Usage Records (BI-1)
Invoices Delivered Within 10 Days (BI-2)
Billing Accuracy (Bl-3) *
Billing Completeness (BI-4)

* It should be noted that although the Billing Accuracy (BI-3) PID reflects parity, this PID only
represents adjustments given to customers as a result of a service fault. The billing results reflected in
Section 2.4.4 contains all billing problems identified by CGE&Y.

Based on Pseudo-CLEC results, and commercial  CLEC results where insuff ic ient
Pseudo-CLEC data were avai lable , CGE&Y found that Qwest provided disparate
service for the Pseudo-CLEC for invoices del ivered within 10 days. CGE&Y issued
AZIWOl21 l  for this performance fai lure and val idated that Qwest has instituted a f ix
to address the issue. For al l  other disaggregations where suff ic ient data were avai lable ,
CGE&Y found that Qwest was providing parity service or met the appropriate
benchmark.

Performance Measurement
i

CGE&Y has found the fol lowing:

Version 2.0

Billing

Qwest's entire performance measurement reporting process has undergone an
extensive and thorough audit of both the input data and Qwest's methods and
procedures for gathering, calculating, reporting and applying PID business rules
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exclusions. The result of this audit was the conclusion that Qwest's performance
measurement reporting is accurate and can be rel ied upon to determine the quality
of service Qwest provides to its CLEC customers.

General  Functional i ty  Findings

CGE&Y also made observations that CLEC access to the Qwest's OSS and processes
was satisfactory in the following areas :

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

User documentation in general  was accessible through the Qwest website and
training c lasses.
Navigation through the CEMR application was user friendly.
Gateway down-time was minimal during the test.
Bill  rating and charging for test accounts was processed without error.
The MA pre-order menu was easy  to navigate .
The format of pre-order reports was clear and understandable.
The test and tum-up activities were completed successful ly due to the knowledge
and helpfulness of the Loop Operation Center (LOC).

7.2 Retail Parity Evaluation

Conclusion

CGE&Y concludes that the experience of a CLEC service representative using the
various avai lable OSS interfaces is substantial ly the same to that of a Qwest service
representative performing similar activities (pre-order, order, M&R) using internal OSS
interfaces. CGE&Y also concludes that Qwest provides CLECs with substantial ly  the
same access to its OSS for the purposes of initiating service requests and M&R trouble
transactions. These conclusions were based on a combination of qual i tative,
quantitative, and timeliness results, as well  as observations and statistical  analysis to
determine the overal l  experience of a CLEC service representative as compared to a
Qwest service representative performing similar activities. CGE&Y further concludes
that the OSS access that Qwest provides CLECs for the purposes of initiating service
requests and M&R trouble transactions does not negatively impact the customer
experience.

Findings

CGE&Y created 24 IWis during the Retail Parity Evaluation. Of the 24 IWis, 11
were subsequently Withdrawn or were deemed Not Applicable. All IWis were issued,
responded to, verified, and subsequently closed.

e

IMA-GUI Pre-Order/Order
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CGE&Y found that the quality and quantity of information obtained by a CLEC
through pre-order queries were substantial ly the same as that obtained by Qwest
through simi lar transactions. CGE&Y also found that the overal l  CLEC experience in
submitting an order was substantial ly the same as that obtained by Qwest through
similar transactions. ,

CGE&Y found disparity in the numbers of fields and steps required for a CLEC using
IMA-GUI to complete an order (including pre-order steps) versus Qwest, the numbers
of fields and steps were greater, across most scenarios, for CLECs. (AZIWOl l 11)
This IWO was closed based on an RPE re-evaluation that detennined only 15% of the
fields required for POTS were manual entry for CLECs.

\

CGE&Y found a statistically significant disparity in the response times for pre-order
queries for a CLEC using the IMA-GUI interface versus those of Qwest using
equivalent internal interfaces. However, it is CGE&Y's opinion that this disparity is at
least in part due to systems architectural considerations that are quite common in the
area of business-to-business and third party trading partner software industry.
(AZIWOl l 10) The Retail Parity Re-evaluation excluded the Pseudo-CLEC HTTP
timing delays and showed that the resale and retail experiences were. Substantially
similar. Therefore this IWO was closed.

IMA-GUI Maintenance and Repair

M&R scenarios were performed primari ly to determine that the response to these
transactions provided comparable information to both resale and retai l .

CGE&Y found that the IMA-GUI M&R functional ity provided to both retai l  and resale
was substantial ly  the same. For example, the functions necessary for retai l  to open a
trouble ticket were the same for resale . Comparable MLT results were received for
both retai l  and resale. Upon request, trouble history was avai lable to both retai l  and
resale along with trouble ticket status. The timeliness data gathered supports parity for
the queries of issuing a ticket and obtaining its status .

The number of steps and fields over al l  the transactions and services tested is similar or
fewer for resale than retai l . The exception to this was issuing a ticket on non-designed
services, where l  1-12 fields were required for resale versus 3 for retai l .

IMA-GUI has since been replaced by CEMR, which was included in the Functionality
Test.

EDI Pre-Order/Order

CGE&Y found that the quality and quantity of information (similar appointment time,
requested TNs, etc) obtained through EDI pre-order queries were substantial ly the same
for the Pseudo-CLEC as that obtained by Qwest through similar queries, and that the
overal l  experience in submitting an order was also substantial ly the same for both.
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EB-TA Maintenance and Repair

x

CGE&Y found that the functionality provided to both retail and resale was substantially
the same. For example, the functions necessary for resale to open a trouble ticket were
the same for retail. Comparable MLT results were received for both retail and resale.
Trouble history was available to both resale and retail along with trouble ticket status.

The evaluation found that the quality and quantity of information obtained through EB-
TA M&R transactions were substantially the same as that obtained by Qwest through
similar transactions, and that the overall experience in submitting lVI&R transactions
was also substantially the same for both.

7.3 Capacity Test

Conclusion

CGE&Y concludes that Qwest's OSS adequately processed the volumes by continuing
to provide a level of performance well within the benchmarks established during all
phases of the System Capacity Test. CGE&Y also concludes that for System
Scalability, Qwest had well documented processes and procedures in place to maintain
system capacity sufficient to meet projected future loads. Finally, CGE&Y concludes
that for Staff Scalability, Qwest maintains adequate forecasting procedures to identify
the need for additional work force within a sufficient time frame that allows for
appropriate training and placement.

Findings
r

CGE&Y created seven IWis during the Capacity Test. Of the seven IWis, four were
subsequently Withdrawn or were deemed Not Applicable. All IWis were submitted,
responded to, and subsequently closed.

Capacity and Stress Test

CGE&Y found that:

The 12-month forecasted volume for pre-order queries transmitted to Qwest's OSS
was processed satisfactorily. At no time during the test did the added test volumes,
in addition to the normal production activity, cause Qwest's OSS to abnormally
terminate or disrupt operations.

I

The pre-order performance results (Po-lA (GUI) and PO-IB (EDD), as reported by
IRTM for the 12-month Capacity Test, were within the benchmarks specified in PID
6.3 for each query type. The pre-order response times calculated from the test data
provided by the Pseudo-CLEC were also within the PID benchmarks.
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The FOC performance results (PO-5A (GUI) and PO-5B (EDD) obtained from the
l2-month Capacity Test were within the benchmarks required by PID 6.3, which is
95% of al l  FOCs received within 20 minutes for both GUI and EDI for al l  LSR
product activity types. The only LSR that received a FOC time greater than the
benchmark was an order intended to error out, but was inadvertently handled
manual ly  by a Qwest employee. This order was excluded from the results since i t
was not handled in a mechanized environment as provided in Section 5.2.2.2 (b) of
the TSD 2. 10.

P0-1A results,as reported by IRTM for the stress test, are within the benchmarks
required by PID 6.3 for al l  query types. The pre-order response times that were
calculated from the test data provided by the Pseudo-CLEC were also within the
PID benchmarks.

• PO-1B results obtained during the stress test did not meet the benchmarks required
by PID 6.3. During the third hour of the test, responses were delayed due to high
transaction volumes. If EDI transaction intervals obtained during the third hour of
the test are excluded from the results, as in CGE&Y's opinion should be the case
only to compare the results to the IRTM results (see discussion of AZIW02119 in
Section 4.1 .3. 1), the resultant average response times would then be within the PID
benchmarks and comparable  to resu l ts  achieved by  IRTM. IWO AZIW02119 was
submitted, responded to, and subsequently closed.

PO-5A and PO-5B results obtained during the stress test are within the benchmarks
required by PID 6.3 for al l  LSR product activity types. The three LSRs that received
a POC time greater than the establ ished benchmark were manual ly handled and
excluded from the results as provided in Section 5.2.2.2 (b) of the TSD 2. 10.

The level of performance for receiving pre-order responses from Qwest's OSS
begins to deteriorate with loads in excess of 200% of the 12-month forecast.

Data from the 12-month Capacity Test val idated that IRTM is an adequate tool for
gauging pre-order response time intervals that Qwest's OSS are providing to the
CLECs. Once the third hour EDI results are excluded from the stress Test, since
IRTM does not contain third hour results, stress Test results also support this
conclusion.

The actual response times experienced by the Pseudo-CLEC compared to the results
reported by Qwest during the Capacity Test using IRTM data does not refute the
assertion that results generated from Qwest's simulated system are a true
representation of pre-order transaction response times experienced by CLEC service
representatives .

4

System Scalabi l i tv
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CGE&Y's analysis of Qwest's processes, procedures and planning tools to support
system scalability found that:

• Procedures to adequately track OSS loads and capacities are in place and actively
being utilized.

• Procedures for forecasting future OSS loads are adequately maintained and followed
by Qwest's systems staff.

Processes are in place and actively followed for managing and providing the
necessary CPU, memory and data storage requirements for OSS computer growth.

Qwest has adequate procedures in place to guide its staff in executing OSS interface
data security processes.

• Qwest has adequate system disaster recovery plans, but does Not perform live tests
of these plans.

Staff Scalability

CGE&Y's analysis of Qwest's ability to increase personnel in order to process CLEC
orders found that:

• Sufficient CLEC support centers workforce development modeling procedure
documentation is available.

r Volume contingency plans to meet dramatic increases in CLEC order volumes are
documented and available to Qwest staff.

• Disaster recovery plans are well defined to ensure continued operations are in place
and maintained. '

Recruiting and training programs to provide for the availability of competent staff
with the necessary sldlls to adequately process CLEC orders are sufficiently
documented.

7.4 Relationship Management Evaluation

Conclusions

CGE&Y concludes that Qwest's CLEC Account Establishment processes are sufficient.
During the course of die evaluation, Qwest has continued its effort to improve its
processes and the quality of information available to the CLEC community related to
account establishment. ,
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CGE&Y concludes that Qwest's Account Management processes were suff ic ient,
although these processes appear to require reinforcement and/or improvement due to the
many negative  comments rece ived from CLECs on this subject.  CGE&Y was able  to
track improvements to many of these processes during the course of this evaluation.

CGE&Y concludes that Qwest's Interface Development process is suff ic ient. Feedback
from CLECs was positive regarding the knowledge of the staff and the project
management processes Qwest uses to manage individual  CLEC development efforts.

CGE&Y concludes that the online documentation available to CLECs is sufficient and
has been vastly improved over the course of the Arizona 271 Test, CGE&Y finds that
sufficient content exists, in a well organized manner, for a CLEC to find all information
required to conduct business activities with Qwest. This information is being
continuously refined, and in the future much of it will fall under the aegis of Qwest's
Change Management Process (CMP).

A complete re-design of the CICMP process to a new Qwest CMP is in progress. The
new CMP is a col laborative process that is addressing many of the previously identif ied
def ic iencies.

Due in part to the extensive nature and duration of the Arizona OSS test, many
improvements have already been implemented by Qwest. Dozens of  system problems
and processing errors have been corrected, and various improvements have also been
implemented. Qwest's overal l  documentation has improved dramatical ly ,  and their
wholesale  website  (where CLECS get information) has been complete ly  reengineered.
The training program has been redesigned. A complete  redesign of  Qwest's CMP was
initiated. Furthermore, as a result of the PMA, many PID improvements have been
implemented.

Findings

CGE&Y created 32 IWis during Relationship Management Evaluation. Of the 32
IWis, 3 were subsequently Withdrawn or were deemed Not Applicable. All IWis
were submitted, responded to, and subsequently closed.

CLEC Account Establishment

CGE&Y found the following during the evaluation:

The Qwest PCAT contained erroneous, inconsistent, and confusing information
regarding CLEC account establ ishment.
The Qwest PCAT contained erroneous, inconsistent, and confusing information
regarding products avai lable for resale and as UNE.
Many areas of the Qwest wholesale website contained out-of-date information.

9
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Qwest did not have a coherent process for controlling the over-all content of its
wholesale website.

Multiple IWis were submitted, responded to,and subsequently closed (Ag.
AZIWOIO86, AZIW01131, AZIWOI 135, AZIWOI 196). CGE&Y has found that all
of the deficiencies identified above have been remedied by Qwest.

CLEC Account Management

CGE&Y found the following during the evaluation:

Qwest's contract amendment process appeared to be inconsistently followed, based
upon the experiences of the Pseudo-CLEC in the Arizona 271 proceeding and the
feedback received from CLECs during the Relationship Management Evaluation.

The trouble ticket handling procedures used by Qwest's various CLEM-facirg help
desks appear to be inconsistently followed, based upon the feedback received from
CLECs and experienced by the Pseudo-CLEC during the Relationship Management
Evaluation.

.
x

888

Responses to CLEC account inquiries, particularly ones dealing with billing-related
issues, were not consistently provided in a prompt manner.

Multiple IWis were submitted, responded to, and subsequently closed (Ag.
AzIwol00l, AzIwol065, AZIWOl 145). CGE&Y has found that Qwest has
improved all of the deficiencies identified above.

\

CLEC Training

CGE&Y found the following during the evaluation:

Qwest offered an extensive catalog of product, systems, and process-related courses
to CLECs.

• Qwest's CLEC training was effective and beneficial to participants.

Qwest's CLEC training was available at multiple locations and Qwest has
responded to the demand for CLEC training by increasing the frequency of course
offerings.

During the course of initial evaluation, CGE&Y identified several deficiencies in
Qwest's CLEC training, however, by the end of the evaluation all these deficiencies
were remedied. Multiple IWis were submitted, responded to, and subsequently closed
(Ag. AZIWOIO66, AZIW01067, AZIW01172, AZIW01173).

I
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Interface Develmament

CGE&Y found the following during the evaluation:

Feedback from CLECs was positive regarding the knowledgeability of the staff and
the project management processes Qwest uses to manage individual CLEC
development efforts

Qwest lacked an EDI testing environment that mirrored its production environment
during the initial evaluation. AZIWOIO44 was submitted, responded to, and
subsequently closed. This IVVO was remedied by what Qwest calls its "Stand-Alone
Test Environment." CGE&Y did not make an evaluation of this environment.

Co-Provider Industry Change Management Process

CGE&Y found the following during the evaluatioN

1

Qwest's CICMP was not a truly collaborative process for effecting changes to the
various interfaces mentioned above. In examining the upgrades to Qwest's MA
system during the course of the evaluation, CGE&Y found that CLEC-requested
changes made up a relatively small percentage of the total changes added to the
system compared with those initiated by Qwest.
Qwest's CICMP process did not provide CLECs with an opportunity to present CRs
and have them evaluated, approved, and prioritized in a reasonable length of time.
In examining MA Release 6.0,lwhich took place in December 2000, CGE&Y
found that the few CLEC-originated changes included in the release had taken an
average of 12.5 months to complete the process.
While Release Notifications were found to be very prompt in most respects,
Qwest's "final" EDI design documentation was only released to the CLECs an
average of 21 days before an upcoming release. Because CLECs must program
their own systems to match the changes made by Qwest, it was CGE&Y's opinion
that a 21 day time period is too short.

Multiple IWis were submitted, responded to, and subsequently closed (Ag.
AzIwol078, AzIwol075, AZIWOIO76). CGE&Y has found that the new CMP is
addressing all of the above deficiencies that CGE&Y originally identified in its
evaluation of Qwest's CICMP process.

f
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ACC Arlzona Corporation COITIIIIISSIOH
ACNA Access Customer Name Abbreviation
Act Telecommunications Act of 1996
ADSL Asynchronous Digital Subscriber Line
AIN Advanced Intelligent Network
AMSC Account Maintenance Service Center
API Application Programming Interface
ASOG Access Service Ordering Guidelines
ASR Access Service Request
ATIS Alliance for Telecommunications Industry Solutions
ATM Asynchronous Transfer Mode
AZ Arizona
BAN Billing Account Number
BFR Bona Fide Request
BOC Bell Operating Company
BOSS Business Operations Support System
BPL Business Process Layer
BRI Basic Rate Interface
BRS Basic Rate Service
BVMS Business Voice Messaging Servlce
CARS Customer Account Retrieval System
CEMR Customer Electronic Malntenance and Repair
CEV Controlled Environmental Vault
CFA Connecting Facilities Assignment
CGE&Y Cap Gemini Ernst & Young
CHC Coordinated Hot Cut
CICMP Co-Provider Industry Change Management Process
CLEC Competitive Local Exchange Comer
CLLI Common Language Location Identifier
CMDS Centralized Message Distribution System
CMP Change Management Process
CO Central Office
CPMC Collocation Project Management Center
CPU Central Processing Unit
CR Change Request
CRIS Customer Records Information System
CSC Customer Service Center
CSR Customer Service Record
CTAS Customer Terminal Access System
DA Directory Assistance

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test
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DCI Doherty and Company, Inc .
DL Directory Listing
DLEC Data Local Exchange Comer
D01 Department of Justice
DR Data Request
DSL Digital Subscriber Line
D-UDIT Dangling UDIT
DUF Daily Usage File
EB-TA Electronic Bonding - Trouble Administration
EDI Electronic Data Interchange
EEL Enhanced Extended Loop
ETTR Electronic Trouble Ticket Request
E-UDF Extended UDF
E-UDIT Extended UDIT
FCC Federal Communications Commission
FDDI Fiber Distributed Data Interface
FDI Feeder Distribution Interface
FDP Fiber Distribution Panel
FID Field Identifier
FUC Firm Order Confirmation
FTM Functionality Test Measurement
FTP File Transfer Protocol
GUI Graphical User Interface
HEET Held, Escalated, and Expedited Tool
HP Hewlett Packard
HPC High Performance Communications
IA Interactive Agent
IABS Integrated Access Billing System
IBC Intra-Building Cable
ICA Interconnection Agreement
ICDF Interconnect Distribution Frame
I INO Installation Completion Notification
ICE Incidental Contact Report
ILEC Incumbent Local Exchange Comer
MA Interconnect Mediated AccesS

IOF Inter-Office Facilities
IRTM MA Response Time Measurement
INC Interconnection Service Center
ISDN Integrated Service Digital Network
ISP Internet Service Provider
IT Information Technologies
IWO Incident Work Order
INC Interexchange Comer
.TIA Jolnt Implementation Agreement

Final Repoll of the Qwest OSS Test
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LAN Local Area Network
LATA Local Access Transport Area
LFACS Loop (or Line) Facility Asslgmnent Control System
LIDB Line Information Data Bases
LIS Local Interconnection Service
LMOS Loop Maintenance Operations System
LNP Local Number Portability
LOA Letter of Authorization
LOC Loop Operation Center
LPIC Local Primary Interexchange Canter
LS Loop Service
LSOG Local Service Ordering Guidelines
LSR Local Service Request
M&R Maintenance and Repalr
MCC Multi Chamlel Communication
MEDIACC Mediated Access
MF] Modified Final Judgment
MLT Mechanized Loop Test
MSA Metropolitan Statistical Area
MST Mountain Standard Time
MTE Multi-Tenant Envlronlnent
MTP Master Test Plan
M-UDIT Meet~Point UDIT
NC/NCI Network Channel / Network Channel Interface
NDR Network Design Requests
NID Network Interface Device
OA Operator Assistance
OBF Ordering and Billing Forum
ONA Open Network Architecture
ORT Operational Readiness Test
OSS Operations Support Systems
PAC Performance Acceptance Certificate
PC Personal Computer
PCAT Product Catalog
PlC Prlmary Interexchange Can-ier
PICC Pre-subscribed Interexchange Comer Charge
PID Performance Indicator Definitions
PON Purchase Order Number
POR Plan of Record
PGTS Plain Old Telephone Servlce
PREMIS PREMises Information System
PRF Provlsioning Request Form
RBOC Regional Bell Operating Company
RLD Raw Loop Data

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test
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RN Release Notification
ROC Regional Oversight Committee
RPE Retail Parity Evaluation
RPL Resale Private Line
RSID Reseller Identification
RT Remote Terminal
SAC Servlce Additions and Changes
SAI Serving Area Interface
SATE Stand Alone Test Environment
SBC Southwestern Bell Telephone Company
SCTDP System Capacity Test Detailed Plan
SGAT Statement of Generally Available Terms
SICM State Intercomlection Manager
SIG Service Interval Guide
SLA Service Level Agreement
SME Subject Matter Expert
SNET Southern New England Telephone
SOC Servlce Order Completion
SOP Service Order Processor
SPOC Single Polnt of Contact
SR Speclal Request
SRP Special Request Process
TA Test Administrator
TAG Test Advisory Group
TELIS Telecommunications Information System
TIRKS Trunks Integrated RecordsKeep1ng System
TN Telephone Number
TSD Test Standards Document
TTR Trouble Ticket Request
UCCRE Unbundled Customer Controlled Rearrangement Elements
UDF Unbundled Dark Fiber
UDIT Unbundled Dedicated Interoffice Transport
UDL Unbundled Distribution Loop
UFL Unbundled Feeder Loop
UNE Unbundled Network Elements
UNE-L Unbundled Network Elements -- Loop
UNE-P Unbundled Network Elements - Platform
USOC Universal Service Order Code
VMS Voice Messaging,SeIv1ce

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test
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IW() # Incident Work Order Qwest's Response Results

I AZIWO100l
C
L
O
S
E
D

A scenario was executed that
would test whether or not the
facilities belonged to HPC. We
could not attach the CFA's using
our ACNA. Our Account Manager
was contacted and is investigating
the problem.

A cross reference table had not been
built. Upon learning of this problem,
the table was built. Additionally,
there were some conflicts between
what was built in TIRKS and
communicated on the APOT forms.
The conflicts were resolved and new
APOT sheets were provided to HPC.

These problems were a result of the
out of process steps that were
necessary in order to re-define
existing CLEC collocation cages and
associated facilities as the P-CLEC's.
Qwest recommends that IWis be
limited to issues associated with
Qwest's actual processes that are
within the scope of the test.

N/A

2 AZIW01002
C
L
0
S
E
D

Change request #18813 was
opened by Qwest to correct a
problem with the "CSR with Error
response" transaction.

Qwest has determined that this is not
a valid error condition. An EDI user
will have 5 rather than l error
returned due to the design of EDI.

OSS Change

3 AZIW01003
C
L
O
S
E
D

EDI Certification
Change Request # 17373 was
opened by Qwest to correct a
syntactically invalid Nl segment
returned for the CC field even
though a CC had not been sent in
on the request. This CR was
assigned a severity level of 2. This
occurs on the "Obtain an
appointment availability for
POTS" transaction and the
"Reserve an appointment for
POTS" transaction.

This problem was corrected on
7 24 2000.

OSS Change

4 AZIWOl004
C
L
O
S
E
D

EDI Certification
Change Request # 17374 was
opened by Qwest to correct a
syntactically invalid Nl segment
for the CC Held even though a CC
had not been sent in on the request.
This error affects the scenarios in
the POTS Resale testing. This CR

This problem was corrected on
7/24/2000.

OSS Change

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test
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IWO# Incident Work Qrder Qwest's Response" Results
was assigned a severity level off.

5 AZIW01005
C
L
O
s
E
D

EDI Certification
Change Request # 17672 was
opened by Qwest to correct a
problem with the ACK that was
returned. The data in ACK28 and
ACK29 is reversed from what the
specifications indicate. The G
should be in ACK29 and
TELEPHONE should be in
ACK28. The CR was opened as a
severity 2.

The problem was corrected in
production on 8/18 2000.

OSS Change

6 AZIW01006
C
L
0
S
E
D

EDI Certification
Change Request# 17937 was
opened to correct a problem with
the "CSR Multiple Match
response" transaction. According
to the SOAR EDI documentation
5.0, the AN returned on a Multiple
Match (RESPONSE - M) is 12
bytes in length, including dashes,
which implies that the CUST
CODE is not part of the AN. This
CR was assigned a severity level of
2.

This problem was corrected In
production on 8 18/2000.

ass Change

7 AZIWOIOO7
C
L
O
S
E
D

Change request #17953 was
opened by Qwest to correct a
problem with the "CSR Multiple
Match Response" transaction.

CR # 17953 submitted requesting
that these fields be returned for
"Multiple CSR Match" transactions.
This Change Request was part of the
MA 7.0 release on April 2001

OSS Change

8 AZIWOIOO8
C
L
O
S
E
D

EDI Certification
Change Request # 18793 was
opened by Qwest to correct the
"Query to obtain list of CFAs
response" transaction.. In the
CFAR transaction, the SLN loop
doesn't repeat GROUPNM times.
Should have received 43 SLN
repetitions in the scenario we used
for testing.

Resolution:
The scenario outlined in IWO 1008 is
an MA software error. The error is
known and documented in CR
#18793, with an assigned Qwest
severity level of 2. A production
patch will be released Monday night,
September 25, 2000.

OSS Change

9 AZIWOIOO9
C
L
O
S
E

EDI Certification
Change Request # 18959 was
opened by Qwest to correct a
problem with the "LSR query
response" transaction. The 855
HPC received had two syntax

The scenario outlined in IWO 1009 is
an MA software error. The error is
known and documented in CR#
18959, with an assigned Qwest
severity level of 2. A fix is scheduled
for MA release 6.0, to be deployed

OSS Change

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test
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D errors on the REF segments. The
REF's in the header contained the
REF01 but they did not have the
REF02. This CR has been opened
with a severity level off.

on December 8, 2000.

D AZIWO10l0
C
L
O
S
E
D

Change request #17372 was
opened by Qwest to correct the
problem of generating a PO] when
there are no subordinate segments.

MA software error. The error was
assigned Qwest severity level of 3. A
fix for MA release 6.0 was deployed
on December 8, 2000.

OSS Change

11 Az1wQ1011
C
L
0
S
E
D

EDI Certification
Change Request # 17513 was
opened by Qwest to correct the
"Facility availability query
response" transaction contained a
"PENDING" PO] loop that should
not be there. This CR was assigned
a severity level of 3.

Resolution:
The scenario outlined in IWO 1011 is
an MA soiiware error. The error is
known and documented in CR
#l7998, with an assigned Qwest
severity level of 3. A fix is scheduled
for MA release 6.0, to be deployed
on December 8, 2000.

ass Change

12 AZIWOl012
C
L
O
S
E
D

Change request #17943 was
opened by Qwest to correct a
problem with the "CSR Multiple
Match response" transaction.

Qwest implemented a change to
provide the AN (CSRR7) at the
header level. It does appear at the
detail level.

OSS Change

B AZIW01013
C
L
0
S
E
D

EDI Certification
Change Request # 17998 was
opened by Qwest to correct an
issue with the "Private Line
conversion as is" transaction. We
were asked to change our interface
to populate both the ZIP CODE
and CALA on this transaction even
though the Business Rules do not
require this. This CR was opened
as a severity level 3. No projected
implementation date.

The scenario outlined in IWO 1013 is
an MA software error. The error is
known and documented in CR
#18580, with an assigned Qwest
seventy level of 3. A fix is scheduled
for MA release 6.0, to be deployed
on December 8, 2000.

OSS Change

14 AZIWO10l4
C
L
O
s
E
D

EDI Certification
Change Request # 18580 was
opened by Qwest to correct a
problem with the "Convert POTS
to Unbundled Loop response"
transaction. We compared the data
returned to the expected results and
observed that Qwest returned a
QLR value of 0 (zero). The

The scenario outlined in IWO 1014 is
an MA software error. The error is
known and documented in CR
#17513, with an assigned Qwest
severity level of 3. A fix is scheduled
for MA release 6.0, to be deployed
on December 8, 2000.

OSS Change

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test
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business rules state that thls field is
echoed back from the query, but
we did not send it on the query.
This CR was opened as a severity
level 3.

15. AZIWO10l5
C
L
O
S
E
D

CGEY executed a scenario that
would test whether or not the
facilities belonged to HPC. CGEY
could not attach the CFA's using our
ACNA.

Qwest does not consider this testing
incident to be a test exception. It is a
result of the constraints of the OSS test
using a Pseudo-CLEC.

NA

16. AZIWOl016
C
L
O
s
E
D

Change request #17427 was opened
by Qwest to correct the "Service
availability query response"
transaction.

Qwest has modified their gateway to
support greater than 1 occurrences of
the SLN.

OSS Change

17. AZIWOIOI7
C
L
O
s
E
D

Change request #18204 was opened
by Qwest to correct the "Service
Availability query response"
transaction.

The problem was discovered as a table
not loaded correctly for the
combination of 602/481 in production
or interoperability. The problem was
corrected on 8 22 2000.

System Tables

18. AZIW01020
C
L
O
S
E
D

Both multi-line, non-deslgn,
complex service Maintenance &
Repair scripts performed 9 21 00
successfully entered trouble tickets
but the follow-up ticket status
request reported an "Errored"
STATUS.

Qwest suggested that MEDIACC had
errored internally on the tickets, after
preliminary acceptance, and hence had
not issued the tickets further
downstream into LMOS.

CGE&Y is satisfied with the
explanation provided by Qwest. This
problem did not reoccur throughout
RPE Functionality testing of M&R.

OSS Change

19. AZIW01034
C
L
0
S
E
D

Question regarding Release Notes
for Release 6.0 dated November 17,
2000.

Qwest recognizes the need for a
documentation update. Both the MA
Release Notes and the MA User's
Guide were reviewed for content.

Documentation
Improvement

\
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to. AZIW01037
C
L
O
s
E
D

An address was validated and current
CSR retrieved. When the
representative clicked on Recap,
from the Resale Form Screen, the
system responded with an error
message.

Qwest was able to recreate the error
and updated the MA Users Guide
documentation February 2000 MA
Release 6.01

Documentation
Improvement

21. AZIW01039
C
L
O
S
E
D

Of the 15 jeopardy notifications on
completed orders which were found
in Qwest's Adhoc JEOP tables, 9
had PONs starting with 'F' and were
either not received or correctly
identified as jeopardies by the
Pseudo-CLEC.

Two PONs did not need jeopardy
notices and the due date was met. Five
PONs did have jeopardy notices sent
via fax. One PON had the jeopardy
notice sent via an FOC. One PON did
not have a jeopardy notice sent when
one was required.

Qwest implemented a standard
procedure for Jeopardy handling in
September 2001. CGE&Y accepts the
Qwest response and has determined
that Jeopardy notices are handled
properly.

Procedure

22. AZIW01042
C
L
O
S
E
D

CSR to validate that account had
converted to a Resale account prior
to issuing a change order. After
entering data to retrieve a CSR, the
system returned two selections for
the telephone number.

Qwest does not consider this to be a
system problem. Qwest updated the
MA User documentation with release

6.01 .

Documentation
Improvement

23. AZIWOIO43
C
L
O
s
E
D

The Service Interval Guide needs to
be updated to include all FOC
intervals fer both flow-through and
non-flow-through orders.

Qwest has updated the Standard
Interval Guide to reflect current FOC
intervals.

Documentation
Improvement

24. AZIWOl045
C
L
O
s
E
D

Order to convert 1 Residence line,
with no features and a straight line
main listing was issued 12/27 00
with an order completion date of
] 3 01. The SOC was not received
on the 1 4 01 Completion and Loss
Report.

Qwest agrees that this IWO outlines a
system problem. Qwest is continuing
its research and supplemental answers
will be provided.

The response received from Qwest
validated CGE&Y discoveries of the
Qwest system ordering processes for
IMA-GUI and EDI. The response
provided evidence of the methods that
can be utilized by the P-CLEC to
monitor order status. These methods
were validated by the P-CLEC and the
CGE&Y Retest Team.

OSS Change
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25. AZIWOIO46
C
L
O
S
E
D

According to the Resale Loss Report
documentation, a local provider
receives en entry on the loss report
when the main line service is
disconnected.

Qwest does not consider thus IWO to
outline a system problem

Documentation
Improvement

26. AZIWOI047
C
L
O
S
E
D

The rep successfully validated the
customer's service address during
pre-order. Once the order entry
process was completed, the rep
submitted the order. The system
responded with the error message
"Address validation failed".

Qwest believes that this IWO is not
due to a system problem, but due to the
Pseudo-CLEC not applying the proper
spelling of a street name.

N/A

27. AZIW01050
C
L
O
S
E
D

Status update emails for non-
designed trouble tickets indicating
ticket closure were provided on July
20, 2001. However, in MTAS these
tickets are indicated as having been
on June 4, 5, 22, and 23, 2001. Four
to six weeks is an inordinately long
delay in providing notification that
tickets have been closed. This
problem affected 15.40 0 (4 out of 26)
of the tickets which received status
update emails.

The cause of the out-of-sync tickets
was traced to intermittent failures in
the communications network linking
the applications. Qwest diagnosed and
repaired the network problems. Qwest
also implemented an automated
process to detect and correct any out-
of-sync ticket within two hours of
when it occurs. Currently, this process
detects fewer than one out-of-sync
condition per day.

Seven trouble tickets were retested by
CGE&Y. Notification of trouble ticket
closure was transmitted to the Pseudo-
CLEC via e~mail and facsimile. The
TR Status Date and Time is in
agreement with the Pseudo-CLEC's
reported times. This IWO can be
closed.

OSS Change

28. AZIW01069
C
L
O
s
E
D

When attempting to schedule an
appointment, the error message "No
Avallable or Selected Appointments
found" was displayed. The
representative was unable to go past
the pre-order/ASQ stage of order
entry.

Qwest believes that the issue identified
is not a system error. Qwest
recommends that the testers review the
EDI Disclosure Document.

NA

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test
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29. AZIW01073
C
L
0
S
E
D

The MA 6.0 docurnentatlon is not
the screen that Co-Providers have
access to in MA HPC contacted
the MA Helpdesk to determine why
there were mrssmg llnks on this
screen.

Qwest acknowledges that the MA
documentation contains login screen(s)
that are different than that returned to
CGE&Y, however, this is not an
anomaly

Training Opportunity

30. AZIWOIO74
C
L
O
s
E
D

The System Administration screen
for the Corporate User Profile has
two new entries that were delivered
as part of the MA 6.0 Release,
whichhavenot been explained

The User Documentatlon for MA
Release 7.0 released in April 2001
included a clarification for the two new
entries

Documentatlon
Improvement

31, AZIW01082
W
I
T
H
D
R
A
W
N

Customer dissatisfied with the test. AzIwol082-1 and AZIW01083-1
have been identified by Qwest as
customer complaints and has addressed
them. In addition, these issues have
been recognized as out of scope
relating to the IWO process. At this
point in time, CGE&Y is withdrawing
these IWis.

N/A

32, AZIW01083
W
I
T
H
D
R
A
W
N

Inappropriate access to customer
premises. Qwest entered customer
premise without permission and
trenched his yard without customer
being notified.

AzIwol082-1 and AZIW01083-1
have been identified by Qwest as
customer complaints and has addressed
them. These issues have been
recognized as out of scope relating to
the IWO process. CGE&Y is
withdrawing these Iwo's.

NA

33. AZIWOl085
C
L
O
s
E
D

Rejected Order Message: The
telephone number to contact a Qwest
representative regarding the rejected
order is incorrect.

Qwest will update MA to reflect the
correct contact number. This was
implemented with the MA 7.01
release
CGE&Y verified the Qwest
representative contact number was
accurately reflected on the rejected
order message. The number shown is
[Redacted]. Since the telephone
number has been corrected, this IWO
may be closed.

OSS Change
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34 AZIW01087
C
L
O
S
E
D

The Resale Completions Report for
HPC shows a completion date of
"00 00 0000" rather than an actual
date.

The additional PON, [Redacted], did
not appear on the completion report
because the orders have not completed
yet. The orders are due on 6 11, as per
instructions from the P-CLEC. The
previous two versions of the PON were
rejected and would not have appeared
on the completion report either.
This issue has been clarified by
Qwest's response. This IWO is ready
for closure.

Documentatlon
Improvement

35. AZIWOl088
W
I
T
H
D
R
A
W
N

The service address listed firm the
validation data does not match the
actual customer address from the
SOC

The service address listed from the
validation data did not match the actual
customer address was because the
CLEC attempted to validate the
address by TN. The CLEC should
validate an address by address, as
stated in the MA User's Guide.

N/A

36. AZIWOIOS9
C
L
0
S
E
D

The address could not be validated
using EDI, the error message
"Unable to locate specified address"
is returned. The same address was
input to MA.

An incorrect SAGA value was used. NA

37. AZIW01092
W
I
T
H
D
R
A
w
N

CGEY requests a description of the
escalation process available to
CLECs when the Helpdesk and
Account Manager response does not
resolve the issue.

CGE&Y has decided to withdraw
AZIW01092, and will be issuing a
data request in pts place.

NA

38. AZIW01093
C
L
O
S
E
D

IWO 207] defined a problem where
UNE-P products were rejected by the
gateway due to invalid USO Cs.

Qwest has acknowledged that table
updates were missed. Qwest has since
addressed this one-t1me issue and has
corrected the problem.

System Tables

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test
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39. AZIWOIO94
C
L
0
s
E
D

The CSR billing information is
different from what the LSR
displays. The billing address for
each account should be as shown on
the LSR. The CSR document shows
the billing address as the customer's
actual address.

Based on CLEC feedback, Qwest
changed its process to place end-user
name and address in the bill section of
the account

Procedure

40. AZIW01098
C
L
O
s
E
D

SOC document received on 3 14 01
shows a successful disconnect for a
multi-line residence resale account.
When the CSR was pulled on
3 22 01 the account is listed as
"live."

CGE&Y disconnected twenty-four
accounts during the Retest efforts. No
additional occurrence of this issue was
discovered during the verification
process of pulling CSR's against the
disconnected accounts. The MA
Release Notes 7 01, June 5, 2001 was
reviewed to validate for these updates,
but no mention of the process
clarification was noted in the
document.

CGE&Y suggests that Qwest updates
the MA 7.01 Release Notes and
includes this process in the
documentation.

Documentation
Improvement

41. AZIW01107
C
L
O
S
E
D

A review of test orders for the period
12-21-01 through 4-23-01 shows 13
test cases (PONs) where an
unsolicited FOC was received with a
due date change but no jeopardy
message was received.

Qwest's review of the PONs indicated
that the multiple FOCs were due to the
FOC process not being followed
appropriately and re-training is being
conducted.

During Retest 134 orders were
executed to verify Qwest's response to
this issue.
No additional occurrence of this issue
was discovered during testing.

Training Opportunity

42. AZIW01108
C
L
o
s
E
D

A review of test orders indicates PO-
3 (LSR Rejection Notice Interval)
results for the Pseudo-CLEC exceed
the standard performance of less than
or equal to 4.5 hours for each
interface (IMA-GUI and IMA-EDI)
as stated in the PID.

The 4.5 benchmark has been
superseded by recent events in the
TAG.

Metrics
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43. AZIWOIIO9
C
L
O
s
E
D

CGE&Y's assessment of the Po-l
measure during the Performance
Measurement audit concluded that
only queries successfully processed
in the normal course of doing
business are used to calculate the
PO-1 measurement, as opposed to
what CLECs actually experience.

Actual CLEC preorder response times
obtained from the Pseudo CLEC as
part of the Capacity Test Results
support that when actual results are
calculated as per the PID, (excluding
transactions exceeding the time out
threshold), differences between IRTM
and actual response times are
immaterial in relation to the PO- l
benchmarks. The issues identified in
this IWO have been resolved.

Metrics

44. AZIWOIII4
C
L
0
S
E
D

On 5 3 2001 HPC received a FOC
with a Due Date change in the
comment field only. The Held that
contains the Due Date steel] indicated
a Due Date off 20 2001 instead of
5 8 2001 mentioned in the comment
field.

Qwest's corrective action for this IWO
was that the Qwest employee has been
re-trained on how to correctly fill out
an FOC and advised of the importance
of verifying completions when working
the Order Past Due Report.

Training Opportunity

45. AZI011116
W
I
T
H
D
R
A
w
N

The long provisioning time frame for
end users served by pair gain causes
the loss of the user's account.

The UNE remand order does not call
for pre-provisioning of a facility from
the host central office the remote site.
The process Qwest has in place gives a
generic jeopardy message to the DLEC
allowing time for Qwest to assess the
work order processes required to
provide facilities.

NA

46. AZIWO11 17
W
I
T
H
D
R
A
w
N

If a POC Jeopardy is received on an
LSR, a generic message is stated as
the root cause of the problem. The
next business day, an email is
received defining the detail of the
jeopardy.

The Qwest reply is sufficient for the
resolution of this IWO. The
engineering process to determine the
root cause of the facility deficiency
follows normal retail processes and
procedures. Due to the fact that no
corrections were required to rectify this
IWO, it is CGE&Y's decision to
withdraw this IWO.

NA

47. AZIWOI 118
w
I
T
H
D
R
A
W
N

Same as AZIWO2 l 17. Same as AZIW02l 17. N/A
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48. AZIW01119
C
L
0
s
E
D

Per instructions from Qwest
provided to a participating DLEC,
the end user must get a bill before
the raw data tool is tabled with the
end user's number allowing the
DLEC to perform a loop
qualification.

Qwest implemented a system change to
address the data latency issue.

CGE&Y has determined that this IWO
can be closed based on the results
logged during the re-test effort of this
IWO.

OSS Chd1'1g€

49. AZIW01120
W
I
T
H
D
R
A
W
N

Qwest's policy in their repair centers
is inconsistent. If a policy exists, the
instructions from the Qwest
employees should be the same for
meet arrangements.

The applicable process in this IWO is
the joint meet process for Designed
Services. Qwest was in accordance
with this process.

N/A

50. AZIWO112l
C
L
O
s
E
D

When a trouble report is submitted
by the DLEC to Qwest on a service
recently installed, the Qwest repair
records show no existence of DSL
service.

CGE&Y performed a re-evaluation of
the method utilized to report this
incident by validating Appendix I of
the TSD Sections 1.7.1 and 1.7.2.
CGE&Y found no violation of
Appendix I of the TSD Sections1.7.1
and 17.2. CGE&Y was unable to
engage in similar activities as
described in the Incident Summary.

CGE&Y has determined that this IWO
can be closed based on the results
logged during the re-test effort of this
IWO.

System Tables

51. AZIW01122
W
I
T
H
D
R
A
W
N

The trouble isolation time frame was
extended several days due to an error
made by Qwest on the original
analysis.

The Qwest response defines the root
cause of this IWO as an isolated
incident. In addition, cooperative test
could have resolved the situation.

NA

52. AZIW01123
C
L
O
s
E
D

Testing of a DSL loop sometimes
requires a Qwest tech at the central
office and at the end user's NID.

Qwest provided general infomiation
about the Installation Options to the
Account Team Manager relating to
Cooperative Testing.

Training Opportunity
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53. AZIW01124

C
L
0
s
E
D

The raw data loop qualification tool
does not contain sufficient directory
number information.

Qwest implemented the release of MA
8.0 on the weekend of 8/18 01 .

Qwest also updated the MA User
Guide (Chapter 4, page 34).

CGE&Y has determined that this IWO
can be closed based on the results
logged during the re-test effort of this
IWO.

OSS Change

54. AZIW01126
C
L
0
S
E
D

A participating DLEC currently has
a contractual agreement with Qwest
to change the PO-5 FOC return time
to 72 hours.

Qwest has determined that there
appears to be a misunderstanding
caused by Qwest's response to an
incorrect premise in the data request in
question.

Metrics

55. AZIW01129
C
L
O
s
E
D

In reviewing raw data gathered to
evaluate results from the
functionality test, CGE&Y has
discovered that Qwest's MSA and
Density Translation tables are out of
date.

Upon verification of the latest MSA
table provided, it has been determined
that Qwest is now updating the table
with new NPA/NXX openings.

System Tables

56. AZIW01130
C
L
O
s
E
D

HPC followed Qwest's process for
executing an amendment, and took
approximately 7 months to get to a
signed agreement between HPC and
Qwest.

The delays in the LNP Managed Cut
Amendment were the result of
breakdowns in communications
coupled with business process
problems and inadequate monitoring of
the paper flow process within Qwest

Procedure

57. AZIW01132
C
L
O
S
E
D

Qwest required approximately 2
months, and 4 revisions to its UNE-P
Amendment for Pseudo-CLEC
before HPC could sign the
amendment.

HPC contacted their account manager
to request an amendment to their
interconnection agreement to offer line
splitting in the state of Arizona. Three
copies of the amendment were received
by HPC on July 16, 2001. These copies
were signed and returned to Qwest on
July 17, 2001. The approved
amendment was received August 7'h
verifying that the issue identified in the
IWO has been resolved.

Procedure
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58. AZIW01133
W
I
T
H
D
R
A
W
N

The subject of this IWO is Qwest's
inappropriate response to this service
request and Qwest's failure in
providing additional information for
the reason for the cancellation.

When a DLEC submits an LSR wlth
the appropriate entries identified on the
attachment, and places a Y in AUTH
indicating LOA authorization, the LSR
should be worked as submitted. Since
Qwest was unable to review the
specific LSR in question, it cannot be
determined if the LSR was submitted
properly.

N/A

59. AZIW01134
C
L
O
S
E
D

A signed copy of Amendment No.3
to the HPC Interconnection
Agreement was received on March
14, 2001. Qwest signed the
document on February 1, 2001 after
the CLEC signed the document on
January 30, 2001 .

The delays were the result of
breakdowns in communications
coupled with business process
problems and inadequate monitoring of
the paper flow process within Qwest.

Procedure

® AZIW01136
C
L
O
s
E
D

EDI Certification CR1935l
A severity 2 CR was opened on the
following issue:

In the CFAR HPC received an EDI
syntax error in the Nl (BT). If
N103 is present then N104 is
required. The ACNA is missing.
When we submitted the CFAQ an
ACNA of ZHP was sent.

Qwest implemented CRl9351 on
I 17 2001

OSS Change

61. AZIW01137
C
L
0
s
E
D

In the RPL section (pages 96-97) the
LIT (8) and PRILOC (10) are listed
as not used for a disconnect.

This was part of the EDI Re-
Certification under release 6.0.

Documentation
Improvement

(2 AZIWOII39
C
L
o
S
E
D

EDI Certification CR21066
A severity 2 CR was opened on the
following issue:

There are two POI loops that are
returned on the DLRR. The CR
will correct to have only one PO1
loop depending if the response is G
or B.

MA CR 21066 was implemented on
01 09 01.

OSS Change
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63. AZIW01140
C
L
O
S
E
D

CGE&Y observed a possible
deficiency m version 6.3 of the
Arizona PID.

The PIDs have been developed and
implemented as defined in the PIDs.
Qwest understands the purpose of the
audit is to verify that the PIDs have
been implemented as mutually agreed
upon by the participants of the AZ
TAG and as such finds this TI out of
scope.

CGE&Y has determined that results of
the retest have minimized the concern
that only orders that do in fact receive a
FOC or SOC will be included in the
performance measurement calculations
for PO-5, PO-6 and PO-7 In addition,
any order that does not receive a FOC,
jeopardy or reject will reflect
negatively on Qwest's performance
through the application of the PO-10
measure This IWO is considered
closed since Qwest is in compliance
with the PID v6.3.

Metrics

64. AZIW01141
W
I
T
H
D
R
A
W
N

In validating the usage on the Dally
Usage Files, duplicate records were
identified.

resolution outside QwestWithdrawn
domain.

NA

65. AZIWG1142
C
L
0
S
E
D

PCLEC attempted to cancel PON
with vet 02 but received error
message that 01 had been completed.
RSOR data shows Qwest order was
completed on 3/1 Ol.

As a part of the retest, twenty-nine
"convert as specified" orders were
tested during the period off 26 01
through 10/15 01 to fulfill the IWO
1142. Both media's (ll MA & 18EDI
orders) were used to validate the test
results. The analysis indicates that
none of the orders received Jeopardy
notices after the SOC was received and
posted in the Loss and Completion
Report.

OSS Change

66. AZIW01150
C
L
0
S
E
D

Several SOCs on the Loss and
Completion Reports contain
miscellaneous information where the
PON should appear. Eight examples
of this incident, dating as far back as
June 2001 are provided for reference.

The examples provided do contain
service orders where incorrect PON
Information was entered by Qwest
SDC personnel. The individuals
involved have been coached, and an
MCC was distributed.

Tralnlng Opportunity
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67. AZIW01151
C
L
O
s
E
D

CGE&Y observed that the bill CRIS
format on February bills changed
from the format of the bllls
previously printed.

Qwest generates the CRIS bills in one
of two formats. Qwest system is in the
process of being changed in January
2002

CGE&Y accepts the Qwest response.

Procedure

68. AZIW01152
C
L
O
s
E
D

CGE&Y observed that a test case
requesting that the secondary line
only be converted, instead the
primary line was converted.

The order writer who committed the
original error was coached on correctly
applying EBD dates. CGE&Y accepts
the adjustment for the amounts in
questions. These adjustments were
validated against the November printed
bills.

Training Opportunity

69. AZIWOH53
C
L
0
s
E
D

CGE&Y observed that the bills have
a Federal Access Charge on the bills.
The rate amount varies between the
bills.

The MCC to reinforce the importance
of verifying the correct USO Cs
associated with Federal Access
Charges, as referenced in Qwest's
11 15 01 supplemental response, was
issued on 11/16/01. The topic of the
MCC was "CALC Charges."

CGE&Y validated all adjustments to
the accounts. All adjustments appeared
on the bills correctly.

Training Opportunity

70. AZIW01154
C
L
O
s
E
D

CGE&Y observed that charges made
for 'No Solicitation Calls" appear to
be listed either with the monthly
service charges or separately in the
Service Additions and Charges
section.

CGE8LY'S observation is correct.
Order entry can cause this difference
based on the needs of the order. To
prevent similar errors, a system
enhancement was implemented in
October including edits that require
USO Cs to be entered on resold
accounts with the correct RSID ZCID
identifier.

The retest of this IWO validated the
system enhancement and the retraining.
The RSID was validated and was

present with the appropriate rate
applied.

However, when the SEA USOC
appears on the LSR, it often did not
appear on the CSR and subsequently

Training Opportunity
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on the bill. On a sample of retest
accounts where the LSR indicated
SEA, only l in 5 accounts had the SEA
USOC on the CSR. This indicates
there is still an issue regarding the LSR
not being accurately reflected on the
Qwest CSR.

The portion of this IWO that addresses
the RSID is complete and the IWO is
closed because the USOC now rates
correctly. However, the root-cause
analysis and remedies for the
inconsistency between the LSR and
CSR needs to be addressed by the
parties.

71. AZIWO1l55
C
L
O
s
E
D

CGE&Y observed that the monthly
service charge for new activations
does not include all the charges,

Qwest responded that when the
original account was changed, the
journaling procedure erred the record
for NSW (no solicitation calls) due to a
bad journaling code. This code was
corrected at the end of January.

System Tables

72. AZIWOl156
C
L
O
S
E
D

CGE&Y observed that the
transferred amount on the February
bill is $18.47. The balance on the
January bill is $36.03 .

The adjustment was appropriately
applied for a payment credit,

This has been validated by CGE&Y.

Procedure

73. AZIW01157
C
L
O
S
E
D

CGE&Y observed that the original
account number in Jan was different
than in Feb. In addition, there was a
new account in the Feb bill for the
same.

When a reconnect of a disconnected
service occurs, the customer code
changes.

Qwest response has been validated by
CGE&Y

NA

74. AZIWOH58
C
L
O
S
E
D

The Pseudo-CLEC was set up as a
tax-exempt account. CGE&Y
observed that taxes were charged to
the Pseudo-accounts.

Qwest's billing system incorrectly
taxed CLEC accounts in error from
January through April 2001. Thus, bills
generated during this timeframe were
taxed in error as CGE&Y notes.
Adjustments for this tax issue were
applied to CLEC bills in the May and
June timeframes.

Qwest credited account [Redacted] for
$991 .61. This credit appears on the
Pseudo-CLEC's Oct 25, 2001 bill.

Procedure
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Qwest provides a screen print, which
displays this adjustment, via
confidential attachment.

CGE&Y validated that adjustments
were applied correctly for the three
sub-accounts. The adjustments
appeared on the October bills.

75. AZIWOH59
C
L
O
S
E
D

CGE&Y observed that the February
bill had a second bill for this TN.

The original LSR was submitted. The
next day a supp LSR was issued to
cancel the original LSR however, the
LSR was mis»interpreted by the typist
to convert the account. The order
writer responsible for this error has
been identified and given subsequent
LSR training.

CGE&Y validated (invoice file
112501 ) that the expected adjustment
was applied to the appropriate account.

Training Opportunity

76. AZIW01160
C
L
0
S
E
D

CGE&Y observed a credit problem
on the proration of a disconnect.

Qwest does not bill for the install date
when calculating order fractionals.
Qwest does bill for the disconnect date.
So, using the logic in place for
activations or deactivations one
calendar day is added to the order date
for the purpose of calculating
fractionals.

OSS Change

77. AZIW01161
C
L
O
s
E
D

CGE&Y observed that on the
February and March bills, there was
an inconsistency in the details of the
new accounts.

The inconsistency in the USOC
itemization was due to system coding
that produced USOC itemization for all
orders that contained PONs, but not for
some orders that did not contain PONs.
This coding was enhanced to itemize
USO Cs for all Wholesale orders.

CGE&Y validated during retest that
the USO Cs were included on all new
activations for September and October
2001 .

OSS Change

78. AZIWOH62
C
L
O
S
E
D

CGE&Y observed a problem with
the rating of Federal Access USOC.

Qwest provided re-training to the order
typist who issued the incorrect service
order. Qwest issued a Multi Channel
Communication (MCC) to order typists
that advises of the correct use of the
USO Cs ELM and 9ZRMR. The re-
training and MCC were completed by
6/8 01.

Training Opportunity
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79. AZIW01163
C
L
O
s
E
D

CGE&Y generated an LSR to delete
features. They were converted rather
than deleted.

In Qwest's investigation, the LSR was
processed incorrectly due to a series of
errors while issuing the service order,
and subsequently correcting the service
order errors. Qwest issued an MCC
and re-trained the rep responsible for
the error.

Training Opportunity

80. AZIW01164
C
L
o
S
E
D

CGE&Y observed that this TN is for
a dual listing, The bill has a one-time
charge of $6.97 for the additional
listing, This appears to be for USOC
RLT. If so, there should also be a
monthly recurring charge of $123,
which is not on the bill. Please
research and provide the resolution.

The service order shows a awl (access
line charge on a new install for primary
listing) A service charge is assessed to
change the main listing, whether it is
listed, non-published, or non-listed) for
a one time charge of $6.97. Part of this
order was to change the listing name,
because of this change the awl is a
correct charge. There is no RLT on
this account.

There was no system modification
required to address AZIW01164.

This IWO was merely a way to request
clarification of when RLT is used
versus awl. The request for
clarification was supplied, therefore the
subject of this IWO has been
adequately addressed.

ass Change

81. AZIWO1l65
C
L
O
s
E
D

CGE&Y observed that this TN is for
a dual listing. The bill has a one-
time charge of$6.97 for the
additional listing.

The LSR requested a full conversion
from retail IF & AFH (multi-line
residence account) to the CLEC. The
incorrect USO Cs NR9RJ and NR9RK,
Private Line conversion charge, were
typed on the service order in error.

Training Opportunity

82. AZIW01166
C
L
O
S
E
D

CGEY observed two TNs were
included on the UNE-Loop bill for
3/25 01.

Qwest's investigation indicates that an
erroneous account number was
processed. Additionally, the FOC
included the LSR number rather than
the order number. Retraining was
conducted and an MCC was issued to
ensure that orders are issued to match
the LSR and FOCs are issued to match
the order.

Training Opportunity

83. AZIWOI 167
C
L
O
S
E

CGE&Y observed a problem in
performing the validation of the
Summary Bills.

Qwest responded to this data request
(Qwest Internal Set 73, Request 445)
from CGE&Y

bills.
CGE&Y validated against the
December, January and Feb ma

Procedure

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Version 2.0 487

.

.4



FUNCTIONALITY TEST
IW() # Incident Work Order *Qwes"t's Response; Results

D The response explains the adjustments.
This IWO can be closed.

84. AZIW01168
C
L
O
s
E
D

CGE&Y observed a problem in
validating the ODUF calls against
the bills.

It has been found that Qwest has
followed the correct bill processing for
UNE-P and Resale. The difference in
format is due to UNE-P and Resale
being different products.

CGE&Y accepts the Qwest response
to this issue.

Procedure

85. AZIW01169
C
L
o
S
E
D

CGE&Y observed that ten TNs were
included on the DUF files that do not
belong to the Pseudo-CLEC.

In rare incidences, a condition could
occur that would cause non-CLEC
usage to be identified as CLEC usage.
This occurred when an internal
program did not clear its internal
index's and ended processing with a
CLEC record. A program fix was
required and implemented in August
2001 .

CGE&Y validated the August and
September ODUF files and verified
that there were no calls for the line
numbers mentioned above (which was
as expected). CGE&Y is satisfied with
Qwest's response .

OSS Change

86. AZIWO118]
C
L
O
s
E
D

CGE&Y requested a listing of the
USOC file and received a tile that
included codes and descriptions, but
not the rates

Qwest's Service Manager is
responsible for providing the Resale
USOC table, which was provided to
the CLEC. This list does not include
the rates, and the CLECs are instructed
to go to the specific tariff or SGAT for
rates. All other rates are set out in the
rate page of the CLEC's contract.
IABS and CRIS are different billing
systems, using the same USO Cs and
rates.

Procedure

87. AZIWOI 182
C
L
O
s
E
D

CGEY& observed a delay in two
accounts between the time of the
SOC and appearance of the bill.

Due to manual handling, the service
order completion did not occur in the
SOP until March. Since this incident,
Qwest has closely monitored the
centers to confirm manual processing
turn around. Qwest's centers are
consistently reporting 24 to 48 hour
processing time of manual orders.

CGE&Y accepts the Qwest response.

Training Opportunity
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88. AZIWO 1 183
C
L
0
S
E
D

CGEY observed that this account
appeared to have a double charge for
the NPU USOC.

Qwest has determined the service order
had a awl erroneously added along
with the NPU (Non-Pub) USOC The
NPU should have been the only USOC
carrying the one time charge for a
listing change.

CGE&Y accepts the Qwest response to
this issue.

Training Opportunity

89. AZIW01184
C
L
O
S
E
D

The P-CLEC requests that Qwest
address why the SOC was received
so late,

Qwest has modified the Daily
Completion Report and simultaneously
caused the completion notifications to
be sent. An enhancement to the CRM
completion will be implemented with
release 9.0 so that this situation will be
addressed electronically.

As mentioned in Qwest's response,
Release 9.0 will not be implemented
until December l, 2001, to possibly
correct the issue described in this IWO.
From the Retest results and responses
received, it is discernable that Release
9 0 will not impact the outcome of thls
issue. CGE&Y determined that this
IWO could be closed based on the
results logged during the Retest effort.

OSS Change

90. AZIWO 1 185
C
L
O
s
E
D

CGE&Y observed that an LSR to
chsconnect an account was issued on
1 9 01 , but the bill shows a
disconnect off 17/01 .

As a result of human error, the
customer was billed through I 17. A
subsequent service order was issued to
correct the problem, and an adjustment
was rendered to change the billing
disconnect date effective l 9 01. The
employee was coached.

Training Opportunity

91. AZIWOIIS6
C
L
0
S
E
D

CGE&Y observed that TNs that have
a USOC code of SEA are displayed
two ways under the Qwest Local
Service section of the bill.

The examples provided by CGE&Y
involved the SEA USOC being
manually deleted from the conversion
order in error. Since the service order
did not carry the RSID Field Identifier
("FID"), the resale discount was not
applied. Qwest has corrected these
accounts and coached the individuals
involved.

Training Opportunity

92. AZIWOI 187
C
L
O
s
E

Twelve Pseudo accounts had usage
calls incorrectly recorded on the
DUE.

This is a test account set up issue, not a
systems issue. In some cases, the lines
set up were in actual locations where
extra loops were available. In a few
cases, those lines began to be used by
the inhabitants of those locations. This

Procedure
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D resulted in additional DUF records
being sent that CGE&Y did not expect.
As these were discovered, the loop was
removed to prevent further use.

CGE8LY has validated that the pseudo
accounts referenced in DR 220 are not
showing up on ODUF reports. July,
August and September ODUF files
were reviewed for these accounts.
CGE&Y accepts Qwest's response that
these accounts have now been
corrected.

93. AZIWOI 188
C
L
O
s
E
D

CGE&Y requests a fontal definition
of when the billing for activations
actually starts.

Qwest's review of both examples of
activations and deactivations and the
assumptions by the Pseudo-CLEC are
correct for the end date

CGE&Y accepts the Qwest explanation

Procedure

94. AZIWOI 189
C
L
0
S
E
D

CGE&Y observed that invoices are
showing a payment due date of 22
days from the date of the invoice.

The amount in the Bil]'s past due
balance field is correct. However, the
amount the late payment charge is
calculated on is occasionally less than
that of the past due balance field. This
means that, in some circumstances, the
late payment charge assessed by Qwest
is less than the amount that Qwest is
entitled to bill. Qwest does not,
however, pursue recovery of under
billed late payment charges.

CGE&Y understands and accepts the
clarification (of entity money kept
within each sub account) provided in
Qwest's November ls response.

OSS Change

95. AZIW01190
W
I
T
H
D
R
A
w
N

A significantly (r0 < .05) and
substantially (d > .0709) lower
percentage of non-dispatched out-of-
sewice troubles were cleared within
24 hours for the Pseudo-CLEC than
for Retail. CLECs did not
experienced this disparity of M&R
service over the six-month testing
period.

Retracting due to the low volumes on
PCLEC and parity existing for the
CLEC aggregate results.

N/A
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96. AZIWOI 191
C
L
O
s
E
D

Non-dispatched UNE~P results
reveal a disparity between the
Pseudo-CLEC and Qwest retail.
Aggregate CLEC results are
indeterminate but leaning towards
disparity for UNE-P.

Qwest notes that the CLEC sample
sizes, are very small and that the Qwest
retail comparative sample sizes are
very large Nevertheless, Qwest meets
parity in nearly every month in the
production data.

The Commercial CLEC results indicate
insufficient evidence to make a
determination concerning parity.

Disparity is no longer in evidence and
commercial CLEC results indicate that
Parity MTTR is being provided under
Qwest's expanded UNE-P service
offering.

Metrics

97. AZIW01192
W
I
T
H
D
R
A
W
N

A substantially and significantly
higher percentage of commercial
CLEC Business and UNE-P troubles
were classified by Qwest as
customer-related than for its own
retail customers. This is not
necessarily due to Qwest.

Retracting because the PCLEC is in
parity. The CLEC disparity Aggregate
is outside the scope of the 271 test.

NA

98. AZIWOI195
C
L
O
S
E
D

In comparing EDI bills to paper bills,
CGE&Y observed discrepancies in
the Charges Due where the total
amount due did not match the
amount due as indicated on the paper
bill (but all items and totals
matched).

Qwest has discovered that the
Transferred Balance line of the bill is
being added in twice to the Electronic
bill totals. This internal issue will be
fixed on October 12, 2001 .

Validation was performed on the
October electronic files for Resale and
UNE-P. The system change has fixed
the problem and the totals are now
correct.

OSS Change

99. AZIWOII97
W
I
T
H
D
R
A
W
N

The trouble status times in the status
update emails provided by Qwest to
the Pseudo-CLEC are always seven
hours later than corresponding
receive and clear times of the
troubles in the Qwest MTAS Adhoc
data files.

CGE&Y is satisfied with Qwest's
response and has verified that this is
properly covered in Qwest
documentation which was originally
overlooked by CGE&Y.

NA
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100. AZIWOI 198
C
L
O
S
E
D

The Pseudo-CLEC observed Qwest-
caused down times for the IMA-GUI
interface that exceeded those
reported in Qwest's raw data for the
months of January through April.

Based on the PID definition of GA- 1
and the data provided, Qwest has
correctly measured outages and
correctly reported GA~1 for the dates in
question in January through April
2001 .

Metrics

101 AZIW01199
C
L
O
s
E
D

|

Of the 14 completed service orders
for which the Pseudo-CLEC receive
jeopardy notifications, 5 were not
included in Qwest's adhoc Jeopardy
data. These orders were therefore
not considered by Qwest in their
performance measurement data
processing.

Qwest's response indicates that four of
the five jeopardy notifications not
acknowledged in Qwest's adhoc
jeopardy data were for missed
commitments which were due to
reasons outside of Qwest's
responsibility. Therefore, of the 10
jeopardy notifications received by the
Pseudo-CLEC which were eligible for
the jeopardy measures, only one,
N00710728, was not recorded as a
jeopardy in Qwest's adhoc data.
Qwest is taking measures to improve
the process which allowed for
"improper format of notations" which
led to this error. This situation is not
amenable to retest, as a substantially
larger volume of orders than the entire
functionality test, resulting in all
eligible received jeopardy notifications
being correctly noted as jeopardies in
Qwest's adhoc jeopardy file, would be
needed for a retest to give reasonable
confidence that this situation would not
recur.

Metrics

102. AZIWOl200
C
L
0
S
E
D

There are 30 orders for which the
Pseudo-CLEC received a SOC that
are not reported as a completion in
Qwest's Adhoc RSOR data.

CGE&Y accepts Qwest's explanation
for the CLEC ID field and finds that
the process improvements and
coaching that Qwest has provided
regarding the (4) orders of the (30)
questioned should reduce the likelihood
of improperly designating the CLEC
ID field.

Procedure

103. AZIW01201
C
L
O
S
E
D

There are 10 orders reported in
Qwest's Adhoc RSOR data as
completions associated with the
Pseudo-CLEC for which Pseudo-
CLEC captured test data indicates
that no SOC was received.

CGE&Y agrees with Qwest's assertion
for two of the three orders detailed in
Scenario l. For the remaining order,
CGE&Y does not have any
information indicating a service order
completion.

Metrics
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104 AZIWOl202
C
L
0
s
E
D

The 35 Pseudo-CLEC LSRs
1dent1i8ed by PONs received FOCi
from Qwest. However, Qwest's
adhoc CRM data did not contain any
FOCs for these PONs.

Qwest's research indicates that there is
no data problem. Qwest provided a
confidential spreadsheet to support its
findings.

CGE&Y determined that all of these 24
incorrect rejects were manual rejects.
They therefore constitute 500 (6 of l l 8)
Pseudo-CLEC manually rejected
IMA/GUI LSRs currently included in
PO-3A-l, and 10% (18 of 181)
Pseudo-CLEC manually rejected EDI
LSRs currently included in Po-3B-l .
CGE&Y agrees with Qwest that these
LSRs should only be counted either as
a FOC or a reject, but disagrees with
Qwest's counting of them as a reject,
and recommends they be counted as a
FOC in order for these PID
measurements to correctly reflect
CGE&Y's understanding of their
intent.

CGE&Y recognizes that the effort in
resolving the data reconciliation
discrepancies of this IWO has led to
discovery of an issue whose proper
venue of discussion is a TAG form on
the appropriateness of PID
measurement definitions. Therefore,
CGE&Y closes this IWO with a
recommendation that this issue be
considered in a future TAG meeting.

Metrics

105 AZIWOl203
C
L
O
s
E
D

The 9 Pseudo-CLEC LSRs identified
by PONs received no FOCs from
Qwest, However, Qwest's adhoc
CRM data did contain FOCs for
these PONs.

Five of the six missing EDI FOCs were
transmitted on (or within two days of)
some of the missing EDI FOCs
mentioned in AZIWOl204 and
AzIwol205. CGE&Y considers that
their non-receipt may have been due to
a temporary, intermittent problem on
the Pseudo-CLEC side.

As the incidence rate of the FOC
discrepancies for which Qwest is
responsible is very low, AZIWOl203
may be closed.

NA

106. AZIWOIZO4
C
L
0
s

Of (at least) 2,021 Pseudo-CLEC
FOCi, (at least) 459 were not in
Qwest's adhoc CRM data. Of these,
75 are not Chatter FOCs. For the
valid FOCs included in Qwest's

CGE&Y performed further research on
the FOCs for the LSRs with the 43
PONs involved in this IWO by
utilizing Qwest's confidential
attachment which indicates all FOCs

Metrics
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E
D

CRM data, the time recorded for
FOC issuance in CRM differs by
more than an hour from the P-CLEC
receipt time .

sent out by MA on those PONs, and
additional research from the Pseudo-
CLEC.

As the incidence rate of the FOC
discrepancies for which Qwest is
responsible is very low, and Qwest is
taking remedial action to resolve them,
AZIWOIZO4 and AZIWOl205 may be
closed.

107. AZIW01205
C
L
O
S
E
D

No FOC was received by the
Pseudo-CLEC within an hour of the
time any of the noted 49 FOCs was
indicated as issued in Qwest's adhoc
CRM data.

As the incidence rate of the FOC
discrepancies for which Qwest is
responsible is very low, and Qwest is
taking remedial action to resolve them,
AZIW01204 and AZIW01205 may be
closed

OSS Change

108 AZIW01206
C
L
0
S
E
D

Sixteen M&R contacts (on 11 unique
TNs) from the Pseudo-CLEC's
Incidental Contacts and Issues Log
matched 19 troubles found in
Qwest's adhoc MTAS tables.
However, the four MTAS troubles
matched by three of these contacts
(on three unique TNs) were all
designated as Qwest Retail troubles
rather than Pseudo-CLEC.

Qwest responded that for 3 of these
tickets, the repair ticket was opened
before LMOS had any record of the
accounts being converted to
Wholesale. Therefore, CGE&Y finds
that it is unreasonable to expect these
tickets to be properly classified as
Pseudo~CLEC. CGE&Y has verified
that the remaining ticket was for an
account that was never part of the
Functionality Test. CGE&Y does not
understand why the customer for that
account reported a trouble to the
Pseudo-CLEC.

Metrics

109. AZIW01207
C
L
O
S
E
D

Among non-designed service
troubles, 13 M&R contacts from the
P-CLEC's Incidental Contacts and
Issues Log and three troubles from
CGE&Y's CEMR-submitted planned
trouble log did not match any
troubles found in Qwest's adhoc
MTAS tables.

Upon further research by CGE&Y and
the Pseudo-CLEC, CGE8cY has
determined the following:

•

•

I

Two of the contacts resulted
from CEMR access
difficulties. In one case, the
ticket was ultimately issued
and is found in MTAS several
days alter the contact. In the
other case, it was not possible
to issue the ticket.
Two of the contacts actually
concerned circuits. These
contacts were successfully
matched to tickets already in
WFAC.
Two contacts were for

Procedure
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•

troubles on lines which were
disconnected shortly
thereafter. As CGE&Y was
aware that this friendly was
shortly going to be removed,
CGE&Y did not issue a ticket.
One contact involved a query
about previously closed
troubles whose status was not
being indicated as closed

In these seven cases, the fact that no
trouble was found in MTAS has been
satisfactorily explained.

CGE&Y has evaluated and agrees with
Qwest's explanation of these contacts.

110. AZIWOl208
C
L
0
s
E
D

There was no Pseudo-CLEC record
of the sixteen MTAS tickets noted.

Eight of the reported occurrences were
due to physical plant disruptions, that
occur in the normal course of business.
Six occurrences were resolved by
instructing the customer or referring
the customer back to the CLEC The
two remaining occurrences were tested
and found in working order.

Metrics

111. AZIW01209
W
I
T
H
D
R
A
W
N

Among designed service troubles, 11
M&R contacts from the P-CLEC's
Incldental Contacts and Issues Log
did not match any troubles found in
Qwest's adhoc WFAC tables.

This IWO may be withdrawn, as all
troubles on circuits in the Pseudo-
CLEC data (other than on pending
disconnects) were included in WFAC.

N/A

112. AZIWOl210
C
L
O
S
E
D

Qwest's adhoc CRM data consisted
of 314 unique manual rejects
assigned to the P-CLEC as part of
the Functionality Test. Of the 314
manual rejects in CRM, 205 were
matched to a reject record in the P-
CLEC data. The remaining 109
manual rejects reported in CRM
were not identified in the P-CLEC
captured data.

Qwest does not believe that CGE&Y's
data reconciliation process reveals a
current issue with manual rejection
notices. Qwest made changes in June
2001 to improve the tracking and
reconciliation of pre-order order
transactions.

Since the PID rejection measures (PO-
3 and PO-4) are based on Qwest's
responsibility of sending notification
rather than the CLEC's actual receipt
of the notification (as Qwest cannot be
held responsible for failures occurring
outside its network), and since the

Procedure
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screen shots indicate that Qwest has
rejected the outstanding seven LSRs
and at least scheduled them for
immediate notification to the Pseudo-
CLEC, this seems close enough to the
definition of provision of notification
of raj section, that the small number of
rejects not actually received can be
chalked up to email or other non-Qwest
failures.

113. AZIWOIZI 1
C
L
0
S
E
D

The Pseudo-CLEC did not receive
CRIS bills for the noted months and
products during the Functionality
Test.

Qwest determined that a Qwest
engineer on duty did not have the
proper RACF authority to create data
for the Pseudo-CLEC. It appeared to
the engineer, however, that the file
transfer executed successfully.

Qwest modified the procedure.

Procedure

114. AZIWOIZI3
C
L
0
s
E
D

Qwest adhoc data for Performance
Measure BI-3 reports 3 credit
adjustments that were not in the
CRIS bills provided to the Pseudo-
CLEC.

When the account was established, the
service order erred and the GRP and
BAPC rid were incorrectly removed
from the order. Because these FIDS
were removed, this account established
as a stand alone bill, not billing to the
summary bill. The adjustments did
apply to the May 25, 2001 bill but
because this account was not
associated with a summary
arrangement, these adjustments did not
appear on the summary bill.

CGE&Y accepts Qwest's explanation
why the adjustments in question were
not identified on the summary May 25,
2001 CRIS bill and Qwest's proposed
resolution to ensure FIDs are included
on service orders.

Metrics

115. AZIW01214
C
L
0
S
E
D

Qwest adhoc data for Billing
Completeness (BI-4) reports 10 out
of 1230 recurring or non-recurring
charges associated with completed
service orders did not appear on the
correct bill during the period
February through June 2001 .

Qwest is targeting recalculating BI-4A
results for at least 2 months of
historical data by Tuesday, December
ll, 2001 and providing CGE&Y an ad
hoc file with the historical information
on this date.

CGE&Y has evaluated the information
provided in the Qwest response and
agrees with the explanation.

Metrics
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116 AZIWOl215
O
P
E
N

Indicator 4 Wrong on UNE-P:

CGE&Y conducted a controlled
supplemental test of the accuracy of
Daily Usage Files (DUF) records to
insure no issues remained in Arizona
considering the multiple system
updates by Qwest that may affect the
generation of daily DUF records.
These updates occurred from
September 2001 through December
2001 .

CGE&Y found 27 ODUF records
where the Indicator 4 was 6 instead
of 7 on UNE-P accounts. CGE&Y
requests an explanation of the cause
of the wrong indicator 4 value on
these records.

117. AZIWOIZI6
C
L
O
s
E
D

SOCs apparently transmitted before
an order was completed.

In examining Pseudo-CLEC data
available for the PO-6 measurement,
CGE&Y found that in 12 cases out
of 262 where both SOP completion
and SOC times were available, a
SOC was apparently transmitted
before an order was completed.

Qwest's response indicates that for ll
of these 12 instances there was a delay
in notification to the Pseudo-CLEC
that the physical work had been
completed resulting in receiving the
SOC prior to notification that the work
was complete. Upon further
investigation, the remaining instance
was due to CGE&Y's duplication of
data and not that Qwest had actually
sent duplicate FOCs and SOCs.
CGE&Y finds that Qwest is calculating
PO-6 in accordance with the PID since
the physical work had actually been
completed as noted in the adhoc
database. However, CGE&Y
recommends that the status update
include the date and time the physical
work is completed in WFA in order for
the CLEC to reconcile its own
performance measurement results.

Procedure

118. AZIW01217
C
L
O
S
E
D

RSOR adhoc data and LSR/not equal
to LSR submission date

Among the 980 orders whose order
numbers start with 'N' or 'C' present
in Qwest's RSOR adhoc data and for
which LSR submission date and
FOC date were available in the
Pseudo-CLEC data, the application
date was not equal to either the LSR
submission date (last LSR prior to
first FOC) or the first FOC receipt

Qwest response to this IWO indicates
that of the 980 LSRs included in
CGE&Y's analysis, 6 contained
incorrect application dates mainly due
to human error. However, CGE&Y's
main concern is with the definition of
the OP-4 measure contained within the
PID because a key element in the
calculation of this measure is the
application date and a CLEC has no
way of determining what that date is
when it differs from the CLEC's LSR

Training Opportunity
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date on 44 of the orders. submission date. This was the case for
253 of the Pseudo-CLEC's 980 LSRs
mentioned above. This issue does not
suggest that Qwest is currently
operating in a manner inconsistent with
the PID, therefore this IWO is
considered closed. However, since this
severely impacts a CLEC's ability to
perform any data reconciliation,
CGE&Y would recommend that Qwest
provide the application date in the
notifiers sent to the CLEC or, in the
alternative, the TAG should consider
revising the PID to use the LSR submit
date in calculating the OP-4 measure.

119 AZIWOIZI8
C
L
O
S
E
D

MTAS Data Discrepancy

In examining Pseudo-CLEC data
available for MR-9, CGE&Y found
that Qwest MTAS data indicated that
the repair appointment for the
trouble on the TN REDA CTED was
met. However, Pseudo-CLEC data
indicates that this trouble had a
scheduled repair appointment date of
June 16, 2001 at 8:00 PM, but did
not clear until June 17, 2001 at 10,55
AM. Qwest adhoc MTAS data does
not contain the appointment date and
time, but did agree with the Pseudo-
CLEC captured clear time for this
trouble.

Qwest agrees that a modification to the
MR-9 PID clarifying how time delays
are handled is advisable. In this case,
the question is not one of excluding a
record, but rather one of not counting
the time interval associated with "no
access," which would be consistent
with other MR-n PIDs. Accordingly,
Qwest will propose PID revisions for
MR-9 that address this consistent with
the other MR-n PIDs and with how we
have been calculating MR~9.

CGB&Y has verified that the repair
appointment mentioned in this IWO
was in fact a no access and the TAG
has agreed to modify the MR-9 PID to
exclude repair appointments missed
due to no access from the performance
measurement results, therefore
CGE&Y has closed this IWO

Metrics

120. AZIW01219
C
L
O
S
E
D

Problems with WFAC Data

In examining Pseudo-CLEC data
available for the maintenance and
repair measurements, CGE&Y found
that Qwest excludes time delays due
to no access situations prior to its
inclusion in WFAC. Moreover, the
actual trouble receipt and clear date
times are not included in WFAC.

For the 17 trouble tickets identified in
this IWO, Qwest's open time matches
all of the P-CLEC Trouble open times.
The P-CLEC Trouble Cleared Time
does not match Qwest's WFA data
because Qwest sent the incorrect
restoral time to the P-CLEC through
the EBV. The CEMR system currently
sends a status email for TR State
cleared and TR State closed which
currently display the date time stamps
from the OSS function in the TR Status
Time and Restored Time fields, rather
than the actual time of restoral. Qwest
is proposing a fix, which changes the
Restored Time field to the date and
time that the technician enters as the

Metrics
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restoral time. Qwest is submitting the
proposed changes through the Change
Management Process (CMP) for
review and approval by the CLEC
community. Qwest plans to submit the
proposal as a walk-on at the March 21 ,
2002 CMP meeting.

Qwest's response to this IWO indicates
that the CLEC is not currently provided
with the date and time a trouble is
cleared for designed services from
WFAC through the status update
emails provided. This issue does not
suggest that Qwest is currently
operating in a manner inconsistent with
the PID or that its performance
measurement data gathering or
calculating methods are incorrect,
therefore this IWO is considered
closed. However, since this severely
impacts a CLEC's ability to perform
any data reconciliation, CGE&Y would
recommend that Qwest provide the
trouble received and trouble cleared
date and time through WFAC as well
as in the notifiers sent to the CLEC.

121 AZIW01220
C
L
O
s
E
D

In examining data available for
jeopardy notice intervals, CGE&Y
found that for order N5046594l the
Qwest adhoc jeopardy data indicates
that notification was transmitted at
5 30 at l6:19. However, Pseudo-
CLEC data indicates that this
jeopardy was received on 5/31 at
12:19. Both data sources agree that
the due date was 6/4.

Qwest has investigated order
N5046594l and has found that the date
and time for the jeopardy notification
was incorrectly recorded by Qwest as
5 30 at 16:19 as CGE&Y states. The
process for sending jeopardy
notifications to CLECs receiving them
through this medium is for the Qwest
representative to send the notification
by fax and for the account to be noted
manually in RTT. The date and time is
recorded in RTT at that time. The
process is such that these two actions
are called out in tandem. In this
instance the process was not followed
and the account was noted in RTT
without the fax being transmitted.
Upon recognizing the omission the
next day, the fax notification was sent
to the Pseudo CLEC. This process
deviation has been addressed with the
representative.

Based on the explanation provided by
Qwest, CGE&Y has closed this IWO
due to manual error, but recommends

Procedure
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that Qwest implement quality control
procedures to ensure that the jeopardy
notice is transmitted to the CLEC at the
same time as it is entered into RTT for
performance measurement reporting.
Supervisory review of this process will
serve to ensure that such a process is
followed.

122. AZIWO20l3
C
L
0
s
E
D

A Friendly test account connected to
LPIC Touch America Detail dialed
to identify which intraLATA carrier
was assigned to the account.

Qwest was able to reproduce the stated
error. The issue has been fixed and
now correctly shows Touch America.

System Tables

123. AZIW02050
C
L
O
S
E
D

On the Review Full CSR screen, the
billing telephone number was
entered in the WTN field to retrieve
the CSR.

Qwest acknowledges that this IWO
identifies a system problem. A system
patch was deployed to resolve this
issue.

OSS Change

124. AZIW02052
C
L
O
S
E
D

Inappropriate contact with the end-
user customer regarding a pending
CLEC new install order.

Qwest's records do not support the
claim that Qwest inappropriately
contacted the "end-user customer"
regarding a pending CLEC new install
order.

Training Opportunity

125. AZIW02053
C
L
O
s
E
D

Numerous resale orders were
rejected with the message "RESALE
Form: Service Details Section:
Invalid USO Cs...".

Qwest does not agree that this IWO
identifies a problem. The error
message given was displayed as a
result of an incorrect TOS value of
INF used on the LSR.

NA

126. AZIW02054
C
L
O
s
E
D

Numerous resale orders were
rejected with the message "RESALE
Form: Service Details Section:
Invalid USOCS

Qwest believes that the USOC was
incorrectly-typed

NA
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127, AZIW02057
C
L
O
S
E
D

The DL of the LSR in EDI has an
entry for both the primary and
additional listing, but when the CSR
was retrieved to validate order
completion, the primary listing was
present, but the additional listing was
not.

Qwest acknowledges human error.
Qwest has taken the action to coach the
employee responsible on how to avoid
this error in the future.

Training Opportunity

128. AZIW02058
W
I
T
H
D
R
A
W
N

Trouble tickets are created in MA,
however, when a call is made to
Qwest for status, the Qwest trouble
tracking numbers can not be located
by Qwest.

Its initiator has withdrawn
AZIW02058. The issues, which are
brought up in AZIW02058, will be
covered in a separate IWO.

NA

129. AZIW02060
C
L
0
S
E
D

After an order was completed, the
rep. attempted to enter a change
order, the system returned the error
message "Not authorized to retrieve
CSR".

Qwest implemented changes to four (4)
error message .

CGE&Y verified that the subject of
this IWO has been addressed.

OSS Change

130. AZIW02061
C
L
O
S
E
D

An order was issued and the first
LSR came back from HP with (2)
new TNs for this friendly. Neither
number was issued for the friendly.

FOC sent on 2 13/Ol has the correct
telephone number that was installed.
The order is complete and has posted
to the Qwest internal systems.
Therefore, the CSR reflects the correct
information.

OSS Change

131. AZIW02062
C
L
O
S
E
D

The EU form has the correct billing
address entered by the
representative. The CSR however
has the customer's service address as
the billing location.

Qwest research has found that the LSR
and service order and issued correctly.

Qwest provided clarification about the
how the end user information is
presented in resale and conversion
orders. CGE&Y understands this
process and does not perceive this to be
a problem.

N/A

132. AZIW02068
C
L
0
S
E
D

An order was submitted to Qwest
with no indication of manual
intervention, the expectation was that
the FOC would be received within
20 minutes.

From the Retest activities 44 orders
were selected to validate this issue. Of
the 44 orders 36 orders meet the FOC
notification timeline for each specific
order type. Six orders did not meet the
FGC notification timeline from Service
Interval Guide due to various

Procedure
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provisioning errors. Two FOCs did not
meet the expected timeline as specified
in the Service Interval Guide.

CGE&Y determined that this IWO
should be closed based on the results
logged during the test effort. The
number of incidents recorded does not
constitute enough evidence to keep this
IWO open.

133. AZIW02069
C
L
O
s
E
D

An order was submitted via EDI and
a FOC has not been received.

The Qwest order typist that did not
send the FOC has been re-trained on
the correct process for sending FOCs.

CGE&Y selected thirty one (31) EDI
retest accounts to verify if FOCs failed
to be received by the P-CLEC.
CGE&Y determined that all 31
accounts submitted via EDI received
FOCs. CGE&Y sees no evidence that
this issue is a recurring problem based
on the retest effort results.

Training Opportunity

134, AZIW02070
W
I
T
H
D
R
A
W
N

Error message: CFA out orange,
per AT&T document they are in
range.

Tels IWO has been withdrawn. Thls
issue is being resolved through a data
request.

NA

135. AZIW02071
C
L
0
s
E
D

Order entered to change a retail line
to UNE-P received error message
"RESALE Form:Serv1ce Details
Sectionzlnvalid ...".

Qwest has researched the error and
agrees that this IWO constituted a
system problem.

CGE&.Y has performed a successful
re-test, and this IWO has been closed.

OSS Change

136. AZIW02095
C
L
0
S
E
D

The Loss & Completion report for
the High Performance
Communications has missing or
invalid data through out the report.

Qwest employees have been coached
and re-trained on the standard
procedures.

Training Opportunity

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

!

Version 2.0 502



FUNCTIONALITY TEST
IWO # Incident Work Order, * ~Qwest'slRespunse Results

137. Az1w02098
C
L
0
S
E
D

While attempting to test the
filnctions of the CEMR system of
trouble reporting, CGE&Y observed
that the "MLT" function of the
system was unavailable.

The participating Pseudo-CLEC's
understanding is correct in that the
digital certificate process will update
an indivldual's access to specific
records based on the requested
ACNA/RSID.

System Tables

138. AZIW02099
C
L
O
S
E
D

Interim results covering orders
completed by April 30, 2001 indicate
a disparity for OP-4, which is
already statistically significant and
substantial as defined by the criteria
of Section 9 of the TSD.

Qwest has been Investigating the
results of OP-4C and expects the
actions documented to move this
measure to parity.

Metrlcs

139 AZIW02100
C
L
O
s
E
D

Interim results covering orders
completed by April 30, 200] indicate
disparities for OP-4, which are
already statistically significant and
substantial as defined by the criteria
of Section 9 of the TSD.

Qwest results for April indicate that
non-dispatched Centrex 21, PBX and
ISDN BRI are all performing at parity
at an aggregate CLEC level.

During the retest timeframe, there were
no PBX orders provisioned for either
Pseudo-CLEC or Commercial CLEC
customers.

While the Centrex 21 Pseudo-CLEC
and Commercial CLEC provisioning
intervals seem similar to retail, the data
is insufficient to make a determination
regarding parity.

For non-dispatched (non-designed)
Basic Rate ISDN orders, both Pseudo-
CLEC and Commercial CLEC
provisioning intervals were more than
twice as long as Retail, with a
significant and substantial disparity
determination made for the Pseudo-
CLEC retest data. This confirms the
corresponding disparity finding from
the functionality test.

The only Pseudo-CLEC designed Basic
Rate ISDN order provisioned during
the retest was provisioned quite fast for
a designed order, resulting in a parity
determination.

Metrics

140. AZIWO2l01
C
L
O

During the analysis of a customer
trouble the CSR of the account was
reviewed. The Reseller ID field was
blank on the CSR instead of the

Qwest has completed research and has
affirmed that the missing entry in the
cross-reference table was the cause of
the issue.

OSS Change

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

4

Version 2.0 503



FUNCTIGNALITY TEST
IWO # Incident Work Order Qwest's Response Results

S
E
D

correct reseller ID ofH08. CGE&Y
records show that the SOC on this
order was received on 4 27 Ol .

Qwest rectified the table for the
account in question, which resolved the
issue experienced by the P-CLEC.
CGE&Y did further CSR reviews
during the investigation performed for
AZW02060. In none of the cases
reviewed did CGE&Y experience the
Reseller ID field to be blank.

141 AZIWO2l02
C
L
O
s
E
D

During Maintenance & Repair
Testing, several trouble tickets were
successfully entered, and submitted,
though the CEMR system, but the
trouble tickets were not present on
the Maintain Trouble Report screen

CEMR has been modified to retain
tickets for better trouble reporting,

CGE&Y has determined that this IWO
can be closed based on the results
logged during the re-test effort.

ass Change

142. AZIW02103
C
L
0
s
E
D

M&R trouble tickets were submitted
through the CEMR system. When
checked in the Maintain Trouble
Report screen, the status showed as
Open/Active and appeared "normal"
with the exception of one ticket.

•

•

Qwest determined that a software bug
resulted in the corruption of the
Tracking Report ID noted above. This
bug was fixed in the CR Patch
MEDIT05301 implemented in
production July 7th, 2001
CGE&Y engaged in the following
activities to verify that the subject of
this IWO has been addressed:
» CGE&Y performed a reanalysis of

CEMR Maintenance and Repair
Ticket data.
CGE&Y validated the CEMR
release notes are posted in the
Qwest website.

CGE&Y verified software fixes
were completed through the
execution and results of the retest
cases.

CGE&Y has determined that this IWO
can be closed based on the results
logged during the re-test effort of this
IWO.

OSS Change

143. AZIW02104
C
L
O
s
E
D

Interim results covering orders
completed by April 30, 2001,
indicate a disparity for OP-4 which is
already statistically significant and
substantial as defined by the criteria
of Section 9 of the TSD for the
disaggregation of NonDispatched
UNE-P-POTS orders

Qwest believes that this conclusion is
in error. Qwest is uncertain what the
term negotiated due dates is intended to
represent in this IWO.

During the retest timeframe, 49 Non-
Dispatched UNE-P orders were eligible
for OP-4, and were provisioned within
Z 66 days, which is only a quarter of a

Metrics
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(business) day longer than the Retail
average. The commercial CLEC data
during the same time frame had
provisioning intervals slightly shorter
than retail on average. The
commercial CLEC data was sufficient
to make a determination of parity for
this measure on this disaggregation. It
should be noted that the modification
of the measurement to exclude orders
involving only Feature changes and/or
PlC changes affected the results in the
direction expected .-- a greater increase
in provisioning intervals for retail than
for CLEC orders.

144. AZIW02105
C
L
O
s
E
D

The RSOR data files covering HPC
transactions from December 2000
through April 2001 reveal that 17
Service Order Numbers occur more
than once for HPC.

Using the Jan 01 to Sep 01 corrected
data from the Qwest adhoc CGE&Y
found no occurrences of a duplicate
record The conclusion was that Qwest
had corrected the problem going back
to Jan 01 .

OSS Change

145. AZIW02106
C
L
O
S
E
D

The PO-6 performance measurement
is now based on a new data source
WNOT (Work Completion
Notifications). Many service orders
that have been completed are not
being included in this data source.

Additional development and proposed
PID revisions are currently underway
for PO-6. Qwest requests this Test
Incident be withdrawn and the issue re-
evaluated by CGE&Y once revised
data is presented.

CGE&Y has concluded after Data
Reconciliation activities that the
completions are correctly posted in
WNOT.

Metrics

146. AZIW02107
C
L
O
s
E
D

The logarithmic average
provisioning interval is significantly
and substantially longer for Pseudo-
CLEC dispatched BUS orders within
MSAs than for Retail.

Qwest does not agree with CGE&Y's
assertion that "Qwest is meeting parity
in [the] sense that the arithmetic means
are close." In fact, Qwest is meeting
parity because the CLEC performance
is equal to or better than the retail
performance, as indicated by the
Pseudo CLEC data and the aggregate
production data.

The commercial CLEC data was
sufficient to make a determination of
parity for this measure on this
disaggregation. It should be noted that
the modification of the measurement to
exclude orders involving only Feature
changes and/or PlC changes affected

Metrics
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athe results in the direction expected
greater increase in provisioning
intervals for retail than for CLEC
orders.

147. AZIW02108
C
L
O
S
E
D

In the Functionality Test, interim
results covering the period up to
April 30, 2001, indicate that FOCs
are not being returned to the Pseudo-
CLEC in a sufficiently timely
fashion at the benchmark rate of 90%
for Resale LSRs submitted via EDI.

Qwest agrees that the historical
performance for PO-5B-2A required
improvement based on the Pseudo-
CLEC results. Qwest began addressing
this issue in February 2001. Qwest
made system (MA 7.0) and process
improvements to the FOC processes,
providing additional focus on the
Centrex and Complex Resale products.

CGE&Y determined that PO-5B-2A
results during retest exceeded 90%.

Metrics

148 AZIWOZIO9
C
L
O
S
E
D

CBetter Jeopardy notification provide
to HPC than CLECs for Non-
Designed Missed Due-Date Orders
(PO-8, PO-9)

Qwest is committed to developing
performance measurements that fairly
and accurately measure performance,
and is willing to consider
improvements to its PIDs and
measurement techniques that wlll
accomplish that.

No Jeopardy notifications were
provided to the Pseudo-CLEC which
met the PID criteria during the retest
period. Qwest's manual tracking effort
to improve jeopardy notification to
CLECs in response to this and other
CAGE&Y-issued Jeopardy-related IWis
has succeeded in removing the
disparity previously observed for PO-9,
improving advance jeopardy
notification rates provided to
commercial CLECs from 2l°o to 59° o
to achieve a (better than) parity result.
While there has been substantial
improvement in PO-8 as well,
increasing logarithmic average
jeopardy intervals from 1.33 days to
1.88 days, this substantial improvement
has been insufficient to achieve a parity
finding. PO-9 results are now
indeterminate leaning towards
disparity.

Metrlcs
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149. AZlWO2l 10

C
L
o
S
E
D

OP-3 Disparities: RES and ISDN-
BRS. The table indicates that
commitments to the Pseudo-CLEC
were not met as frequently as for
Retail customers on Residential and
ISDN Basic Rate Services orders.

CGE&Y agrees that the calculated rate
of97.33° o is acceptable. This tWO
can be closed The variance In the P-
CLEC and CLEC does not effect the
level of service provided by Qwest.

Metrics

150 AZIWOZI 1 I
C
L
O
s
E
D

UNE-P No advance Jeopardy
notification provided (PO-9).

CGE&Y determined that this tWO has
been satisfied. The jeopardy
notifications of missed due dates were
not experienced in the results logged
during the retest effort and PO-9 results
for two of the last four months were
lower than expected but were in parity
with retail.

Metrics

151. AZIWO2 l 12
w
I
T
H
D
R
A
w
N

CGEY has not received the
following bills.
Hardcopv:
UNE-P (J-520-1 l l-2343~92lM)
UNE-L (J-520-111-78 l6-350M)
EDI:
Resale (J-520-1 l l-7814-330M)
UNE-P (1-520-1 l l-2343-92]M)

After further investigation, it was
learned that HPC did not Include the
suite number on the billing section of
the Pseudo-CLEC questionnaire which
was sent to Qwest to notify them of the
new HPC address when they moved.
HPC was notified of this and requested
to update the questionnaire to include
the suite number and resubmit it to
Qwest. This has been done along with
a request to re-send the missing bills.

This IWO can now be withdrawn.

N/A

152. AZIWO2 l 13
C
L
O
s
E
D

Interim results covering LSRs
received by May 3 l, 2001, indicate
low flow-thru rates for CLEC LSRs.

After further analysts, it was
determined that the majority of the data
was for the month of May. CGE&Y
agrees with Qwest that new project
types introduced in that time frame
caused the rate to change. Also due to
this measure being a TBD standard,
CGE&Y cannot verify the original
problem still exists. Therefore,
CGE&Y requests this IWO be closed.

Metrics

153. AZlWO2l 14
C
L
o
s
E
D

Interim results covering LSRs
responded to by May 3 l , 200] ,
indicate a significantly and
substantially higher Pseudo-CLEC
LSR Rejection rate than that
experienced by commercial CLECs

Qwest analysis indicates that in all but
one case, the P-CLEC reject percentage
was actually lower than that of the
aggregate CLEC The errors reported
to CGE&Y by Qwest showed the
majority were related to duplicate
PON/VER numbers and clerk input
errors in the administrative portion of
the LSR. The tWO can be closed.

Metrics

I I
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Qwest's Response Results
154. AZIW02115

C
L
O
S
E
D

CGE&Y has observed multiple
instances of misuse of the FOC
communication method as described
in Qwest's White Paper 'Firm Order
Confirmation Evaluation Results '
dated August 6, 2001.

In very rare situations (3 occurrences in
August out of approximately 160,000
LSRs), Qwest had been sending an
FOC after LSR Completion. Qwest
will discontinue sending an FOC in this
situation. Qwest has standardized the
process so that any action which is
necessary at the time of posting to the
billing systems and which impacts the
CLEC will be communicated through
e-mail or through a phone call. This
process was implemented during
September, 200 l .

Procedure

155 AZIWO2]]6
C
L
O
S
E
D

While Qwest's PO5 results overall
reflect performance within the
objectives, CGE&Y has observed
that frequently a reject received after
the FOC could have been prevented
with some basic online edits that
would guide the CLEC in providing
accurate information.

•

•

CGE&Y engaged in the following
activities to verify that the subject of
this IWO has been addressed:
• Issue Test Cases for LSR

processing
Observed and documented LSR
processing results
Selected test cases results which
align with the issue and subject
matter for this IWO

•

•

•

CGE&Y Effort:
Capture results to LSRs that
generated Reject messages prior to
corrections made by the Test
Generator

Match Reject conditions to Qwest
MA Edits per Qwest Response

Summary
Demonstrate Qwest compliance of
MA system edits implementations

During the re-test effort and the
analysis on the test cases that received
rejects the Pseudo-CLEC received one
Reject after the FOC. CGE&Y finding
shows that the Rejects generated could
have been prevented by the Pseudo-
CLEC during the pre~ordering process.
CGE&Y's analysis of the Rejects
received also shows that Qwest
implementation of up-front edits has
improve the FOC process.

OSS Change
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156. AZIWOZI 17
(formerly 1118)

C
L
0
S
E
D

The address search criteria in IMA-
GUI does not provide adequate
information for a DLEC to lock in an
end user's address for a loop
qualification.

A participating DLEC desires
improvements to the address validation
functionality and asserts that Qwest has
a legal obligation to do so. Qwest
disagrees. CGE&Y plans to place this
on the agenda for the weekly IWO
meeting.

OSS Change

157. AZIWO2]18
C
L
O
s
E
D

In the Loss and Completion Report
received, we observed
inconsistencies within some of the
records. PONs are missing for 488
order-TN's.

During the re-test effort, CGE&Y re-
submitted 171 orders to observe the
occurrence of missing PONs, which is
the subject of this IWO. CGE&Y
analyzed the Loss and Completion
Report for the re~test period and found
no missing PONs for any order. Since
no further occurrence of this issue was
observed, CGE&Y was satisfied that
the subject of the IWO has been
addressed.

OSS Change

158. AZIWO2]20
C
L
O
S
E
D

There were a number of
discrepancies between the end user
Call Detail Log and the DUF. The
discrepancies also appeared in the
DUF entries to the paper bills.

Qwest provided answers to the
questions submitted in this IWO and
the IWO attachment.

The accounts in question have been
revalidated by CGE&Y. The Friendly
Call Detail Log was compared to the
DUF and the DUF to the invoice. The
expected records were found on each
source and target document.

OSS Change

159. AZIW02123
W
I
T
H
D
R
A
W
N

The above table indicates that among
Dispatched orders which were
delayed for non-facility reasons,
commercial CLECs experienced
significantly (r0<.05) and
substantially (d»_143) longer delays
than did Qwest Retail orders. The
delays were about 33° 0 longer for
CLECs than for retail, or about one
day longer.

Withdrawn because of the low number
of sample sizes.

NA

160. AZIW02124
W
I
T
H
D
R
A
W
N

The above table indicates that for
Unbundled Analog Loops, Qwest
faded to complete coordinated
cutovers on time in accordance with
the benchmark of 90°  o. Sufficient
commercial volume exists to
evaluate compliance after Qwest
improvements, so further pseudo-
CLEC testing seems unnecessary for
this measure.

Withdrawn because the disparity is
only with the CLEC Aggregate, which
is outside the scope of the 271 test.

NA
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161 AZIW02125
C
L
O
s
E
D

A significantly (r0<.05) and
substantially (d » .0709 ) lower
percentage of P-CLEC repair
appointments were met than
comparative retail repair
appointments. This disparity was
found for all UNE-P disaggregations,
regardless of whether dispatched or
whether within or outside MSAs.

The data and analysis show that Qwest
is providing parity service to CLECs.
The Qwest retail comparative data
include RES and BUS product types.
RES, BUS and UNE-P follow the same
repair process. If CLEC performance
is viewed in its entirety, it is clear that
Qwest is providing parity performance,
as evidenced by the Arizona published
results.

Although based on a single Repair
Appointment, the Pseudo-CLEC results
indicate that the disparity condition
described in the IWO still exists for
dispatched UNE-P repair
appointments.

Metrics

162 AZIWO2l26
C
L
0
S
E
D

Commercial CLEC data indicates
that Qwest is not compliant with
agreed upon benchmarks for
providing FOCs on time whenever
manual processing is involved for
LSRs received via EDI or via fax.

Subsequent to these process
improvements, Qwest has met all
measures associated with manually
handled LNP LSRs, for both regional
and AZ aggregate CLEC results, with
the exception of one AZ aggregate
CLEC EDI electronic manual miss in
June. Additional system tools that
were provided in June have allowed
Qwest to stabilize all of these
measures. Based on the April May
process improvements, Qwest has
timely provided over 93 percent of all
FQCs for AZ aggregate CLEC EDI
electronic manual LNP LSRs, even
with the anomaly in June. Qwest
believes it is compliant with agreed
upon benchmarks for providing FOCs
on time when manual processing is
involved for all LSRs.

CGE&Y agrees with Qwest's assertion
that for LNP LSRs in AZ, the
benchmark for providing FOCi on time
whenever manual processing is
involved has been met for the July to
October 2001 timeframe.

Procedures
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163 AZIWOZIZ7
C
L
O
s
E
D

Access Records Not Sent on DUF:
CGE&Y conducted a controlled
supplemental test of the accuracy of
Daily Usage Files (DUF) records to
insure no issues remained in Arizona
considering the multiple system
updates by Qwest that may affect the
generation of daily DUE records.
These updates occurred from
September 2001 through December
2001 .

In Qwest's response to DR 264,
Qwest stated that 92 DUF records
had not been sent to the Pseudo
CLEC due to the situation of a
service order converting an account
to UNE on a Friday concurrent with
the receipt of access records that are
less then five days old. Qwest also
stated that a fix was implemented for
this problem on February 7, 2002.

Please provide the activities that led
to the identification and resolution of
this problem.

CGE&Y conducted a retest of this
IWO from March 13-27, 2002. This
retest included placing calls of various
types that would produce DUF records
from test accounts during the migration
of these accounts from Retail to UNE-
P, These calls types included
InterLATA, IntraLATA toll, 900 976
Calls, xx (WATS), Local Directory
Assistance, Local Directory Assistance
Connect, Toll Directory Assistance,
Usage sensitive CLASS features,
Terminating InterLATA, Terminating
IntraLATA toll, Local Measured
Service, Verify InterdATA Carrier,
and Verify lntraLATA Carrier,

Through March 27,2002, CGE&Y
received 284 ADUF records of3l9
expected records. These calls are also
included in the ADUF records not
received on IW02l29. This IWO is
closed and will be tracked by
lw02129.

Procedure

164 AZIWOZIZ8
C
L
o
S
E
D

WATS Call Records Dropped:
CGE&Y conducted a controlled
supplemental test of the accuracy of
Daily Usage Files (DUF) records to
insure no issues remained HI Arizona
considering the multiple system
updates by Qwest that may affect the
generation of daily DUF records.
These updates occurred from
September 2001 through December
2001.

In Qwest's response to DR 264,
Qwest stated that 41 DUF records for
WATS access calls had not been sent
to the Pseudo CLEC because the call
records were dropped in error. Qwest
reported that a fix was to be
implemented for this problem on
February 18, 2002 .

Please provide the activities that led
to the identification and resolution of
this problem.

CGE&Y conducted a retest of this
IWO from March 13-27, 2002. This
retest included placing calls of various
types that would produce DUF records
from test accounts during the migration
of these accounts from Retail to UNE-
P or Resale. These calls types included
InterLATA, IntraLATA toll, 900 976
Calls, xx (WATS), Local Directory
Assistance, Local Directory Assistance
Connect, Toll Directory Assistance,
Usage sensitive CLASS features,
Temiinating InterLATA, Terminating
IntraLATA toll, Local Measured
Service, Verify InterLATA Carrier,
and Verify IntraLATA Carrier

During the retest 3 l calls were placed
from the 7 UNE-P accounts to XX
numbers. An ADUF record was
expected and received by March 26,
2002 for all of these calls,

Procedure
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165 AZIWO2l29
o
P
E
N

Insufficient DUF Records Received:

CGE&Y conducted a controlled
supplemental test of the accuracy of
Daily Usage Files (DUF) records to
insure no issues remained in Arizona
considering the multiple system
updates by Qwest that may affect the
generation of daily DUF records.
These updates occurred from
September 200] through December
2001.

As of2-13-02 CGE&Y received
5 l 00 (136 of267) of expected ODUF
records and 19% (64 of 339) of
expected ADUF records. CGE&Y
believes this is an insufficient
number of records returned after 8
business days of DUF reporting.

166 AZIWO2l30
C
L
0
S
E
D

980 orders start with N or C RSOR
adhoc data

Among the 980 orders whose order
numbers start with 'N' or 'C' present
rn Qwcst's RSOR adhoc data and for
which LSR submission date and
FOC datewere available in the
Pseudo-CLEC data, the Due Date in
Qwest's RSOR adhoc file (which is
used in calculating the OP-3 and OP-
6 measures) differed from the due
date on the first FOC received by the
Pseudo-CLEC in 117 of the orders.

CGE&Y has verified that the cause of
the discrepancy between the
commitment date received by the
Pseudo-CLEC via the FOC and the
commitment date reflected in the
RSOR database from which the OP 3,
OP-6 and PO-9 measures are
calculated was due to manual Input
errors on LSRs that failed to flow
through. During the time frame
covered by the original phase of the
functionality test, the due date reflected
on the FOC was automatically
populated from the CRM database
which used the desired due date from
the LSR However, it is the
responsibility of the service
representative to overwrite the due date
field contained within the FOC to the
due date that corresponds to the
appropriate due date based on the
service interval guide (SIG) when they
differ. Qwest acknowledged in its
response to this IWO and in interviews
conducted with CGE&Y that for the
majority of instances listed in this IWO
Qwest failed to perform this fixation.
However, the service order was input
with the proper due date as per the SIG
resulting in that date being used to
calculate measure results. It is Qwest's
opinion that its published performance
measure results accuratelyreflect

Procedure
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Qwest's performance in mectmg
installation due dates. However, Hom
the Pseudo CLEC's perspective these
manual input errors resulted in the
overstatement of the number of
installation commitments met and
could severely impact the CLEC's
relation to its end-user customer.

The PID does not specify whether the
appropriate due date to be used in
measure calculations should be the due
date contained within the FOC or that
which is included in the original
service order (based on the SIG),
therefore CGE&Y cannot conclude that
results published in Qwest's monthly
results are non-compliant with the PID.
CGE&Y does provide results for OP-3,
OP-6 and PO-9 within the FTRC report
based on the FOC due date for
informational purposes for parties to
determine the impact of this issue from
the CLEC's perspective. CGE&Y's
main concern is to ensure that the FOC
and the service order reflect the same
due date.

Qwest has implemented several quality
control mechanisms to ensure the due
date transmitted via the FOC is
identical to that which is entered into
the SOP. On a monthly basis, Qwest's
quality review team compares 10% of
all due dates. In addition, l00° 0 of all
due dates input are reviewed for a one
day period each week. Qwest has also
implemented a due date GUI which
includes a database containing due
dates based on the SIG. Service
Representatives are personally coached
when input errors are discovered.

\

s

¢

Although not all of the above quality
antral procedures where in place
iring the retest period, CGE&Y
observed significant improvement in

he reduction of due date discrepancies.
increased flow through rates would
lso serve to reduce the opportunity for
his type of manual input error.
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16 AZIW02131
C
L
O
S
E
D

•

In examining Pseudo-CLEC data
available for the OP-5 measurement,
CGE&Y found that in 7 cases,
Pseudo-CLEC data indicated that a
trouble occurred within 30 days of
installation, whereas Qwest adhoc
data for the same 7 troubles indicate
they did not occur within 30 days of
installation. Why were the following
7 troubles no indicated as occurring
within 30 days of installation in the
MTAS data?

In addition to the above troubles,
WFAC indicated that the trouble
received on 6 20/01 for circuit
l9.LXFU.047700..MS was within 30
days of installation. However,
Pseudo-CLEC data indicates that the
most recent installation for this
circuit was on 5/3/01, which is not
within 30 days. Qwest RSOR data
also indicates that this circuit was
installed on 5 3 01, Both Pseudo-
CLEC and RSOR data indicate that
this circuit was disconnected on
6 20 01. Disconnects are not
included in OP-5. Why does Qwest
WFAC data indicate that this trouble
was within 30 days of installation
when Pseudo-CLEC and Qwest's
own provisioning RSOR data
indicates it was not?

Qwest does not report Pseudo-CLEC
orders and tickets in OP-5. Qwest
researched the Pseudo-CLEC orders
provided by Cap Gemini in order to
validate that the individual records
would have been included in OP-5, if
the records had been for an actual
CLEC. Qwest did provide the data in
the RSOR adhoc data. In the first
section (chart) identifying the 7
troubles, the adhoc records for six
contained, in the I (Installation Related
Trouble) field, a value of "l". A value
of " l " indicates that the repair ticket
was an installation related trouble.
Qwest and CGE&Y agree on six of the
seven troubles identified.

In one case (TN xxx xxx/xxxx), the "I"
contained a value of zero ("0")
indicating thls ticket was not an
installation related trouble. Our
research indicates that the LSR, on the
original installation, did not specify a
long distance provider. The reported
problem was that the CLEC could not
call information. Information is
considered a long distance call. Since
the original order did not have a PlC
identified, Qwest could not repair the
problem for a service the CLEC did not
order. The CLEC contact advised
Qwest to close the ticket stating they
would handle the problem. This record
was correctly categorized and would
not be counted in OP-5 .

|

For the second section regarding the
one WFA trouble ticket for which
CGE&Y states Qwest included in OP-
5, Qwest looked at the WFAC ticket in
the adhoc data. This ticket had a
value ozone ("l") in the CLEC Caused
Miss (CLEC_CT) field. Per page 21-
21 of the Qwest Technical
documentation, for a ticket to be

included in the summaries for the OP-5
ensure, the ticket must have a value

'n the CLEC__CT field of zero ("0").
therefore, this ticket was properly not
legible for inclusion in the OP-5
summary counts.

Procedure
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Qwest concludes that each record was
correctly reported.

CGE&Y agrees with Qwest's assertion
that for 6 of the 7 TNs, MTAS
correctly indicated that the trouble
occurred within 30 days of installation.
CGE&Y also agrees with Qwest's
contention that TN xxx xxx/xxxx
would not be eligible for OP-5 .
CGE&Y's further analysis indicates
the WFAC ticket was also properly
excluded from the OP-5 calculation.
Therefore, CGE&Y finds that Qwest's
adhoc data for calculating the
percentage of new installations
experiencing troubles within the first
30 days is accurately reflecting
performance observed by the Pseudo-
CLEC.

168 AZIW02132
C
L
O
s
E
D

In AzIwo2l30, CGE&Y presented
ill orders for which the due date
recorded in Qwest's adhoc RSOR
data did not match the due date
provided to the Pseudo-CLEC on the
original FOC. Qwest responded that
for the majority of orders identified,
the due date was entered incorrectly
due to manual errors. Based on this
response, CGE&Y recalculated the
OP-3 PID measures, replacing the
RSOR due date (SODD) with the
due date provided on the FOC to the
Pseudo-CLEC for the ill orders
identified. CGE&Y's recalculation
only considered test data from the
original phase of the Functionality
Test. The results of the recalculation
revealed several disparities not
previously identified in §2.5 of the
Final Functionality Report. These
disparities were for dispatched UNE-
P, and non-dispatched business,
Centrex, PBX, and UNE-P. The
results of the OP-3 PID calculations
for these products are presented
below for both the RSOR due date
(SODD) and the Pseudo-CLEC
captured due date (FOC DD).

The PID does not specify whether the
appropriate due date for measurement
calculations is the due date transmitted
via the FOC or the due date contained
on the service order, therefore,
CGE&Y cannot conclude that results
published in Qwest's monthly results
are not compliant with the PID.
However, CGE&Y does recognize that
the transmission of an incorrect due
date can place CLECs at a
disadvantage and could severely
impact the CLEC's relation with its
end-user customer. CGE&Y's main
concern is to ensure that the FOC and
the service order reflect the same due
date.

In addition to the random 500<> analysis
described by Qwest in its response,
CGE&Y has verified that Qwest has
implemented several quality control
mechanisms to ensure the due date
transmitted via the FOC is identical to
that which is entered into the SOP. On
a monthly basis, Qwest's quality
review team compares 10% of all due
dates. In addition, 10000 of all due
dates are reviewed for a one day period
each week. Qwest has also
implemented a due date GUI which
includes a database containing due
dates based on the Service Interval

Procedure
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Guide. Service Representatives are
personally coached when input errors
are discovered.

Although not all of the quality control
procedures described above where in
place during the retest period, CGE&Y
observed significant improvement in
the reduction of due date discrepancies.
Increased flow through rates would
also serve to reduce the opportunity for
this type of manual input error. The
retest` results seen by CGE&Y support
Qwest's claim of greater than 97%
agreement between the due provided in
the FOC and that contained on the
service order, CGE&Y finds that
Qwest is reporting accurate results for
OP-3 when the due date on the service
order matches the due date provided on
the FOC. Therefore, CGE&Y closes
this IWO and recommends the parties
review future commercial performance
results to determine if Qwest is
providing non-discriminatory service
in meeting due dates.

169. AZIW03008
C
L
0
s
E
D

Order Script requested convert with
straight line listing, and additional
listing. Order was issued with this
information as well as the same
billing address as was existing.

Qwest identified four inherent issues
during analysis ofIWO 3008-1 and
recognizes one of them as a system
problem.

OSS Change

4

* .
R 1 RETAIL PARIEY EVALUATION ' 4 n _ ,

»»~.¢» w*. ff' i ' . i

IWO# . -'Incident Work Ordénéi
A: qQwes%*s Response Resits

1. AZIWOIOI9-1
C
L
O
s
E
D

Trouble tickets successfully
entered via IMA-GUI are not
created.

Message passed to user via IMA-
GUI indicates the request was
forwarded to MEDIACC, not that the
request successfully created a trouble
tlcket. In the examples the tickets
had failed for various reasons,
therefore the requested ticket did not
exist. The implementation of
CEMR, and its more specific
responses should alleviate the
confusion. In the interim, Qwest
documentation was revised for
iilrther clarification.

Documentation
Improvement
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2. AZIW01022
C
L
O
S
E
D

Error received on USOC 'RBElX'
(Restricted do not remove.)

Qwest INC failed to follow the
process to obtain a Fahd USOC list,
INC failed to follow the process to
correct an LSR containing non-resale
USO Cs

Updated
Frequently Asked

Questions on
Website, Training

3. AZIWOIOZ3
C
L
0
S
E
D

Documentation indicated that the
End User Form DQTY field should
auto-populate based on disconnect
segments. All attempts to process
a disconnect LSR without manual
entry of a DQTY quantity resulted
in error message.

The DQTY form should not auto-
populate, and is required on
disconnects.

Documentation
Improvement

4. AZIWOI024
C
L
O
s
E
D

Zip code entries on M&R Open
New Trouble Report transactions
return an error message indicating
that the zip code must consist of
five digits.

Trouble could not be replicated.
Qwest suggested that the user may
have inadvertently and incorrectly
entered a space or other invalid
character in the field.

NA

5 AZIW01025
W
I
T
H
D
R
A
W
N

Unable to expedite due date for
staging a test account.

IWO withdraw 01 12 01. NA

6. AZIW01026
C
L
O
S
E
D

M&R IMA-GUI Open Non-Design
Trouble Report check-boxes for
"Return Trouble Report Status"
selections allow both "e-mail" and
"neither" simultaneously.

10/27 00 still under investigation by
Qwest. IMA-GUI M&R replaced by
CEMR.

N/A

7. AZIWOl027
C
L
O
s
E
D

IMA-GUI interface "errors"
occurred throughout resale-side
testing with no equivalent retail-
side OSS errors.

The errors occurred on the resale side
and not on the retail side because the
resale transactions require translation
on the retail side, while the retail
transactions do not.

N/A
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8. AZIW01028
C
L
0
S
E
D

Pseudo-CLEC received
contradictory confusing verbal
and written responses from the
Qwest INC following the
cancellation of a disconnect LSR.

The original LSR had a DDD of
10 16 00 The Supp-to-Cancel was
not issued until 10 17 00 after the
disconnect had already been
completed. The INC procedures to
modify completed orders was not
followed.

Training
Opportunity

9. AZIW01029
C
L
O
S
E
D

IMA-GUI auto-population of
CLEC contact FAX number from
CLEC Profile data results in an
error when auto-populated to the
Open Trouble IMA-GUI screen.

The MA System Administration
Guide, Section 4, Modifying Your
Personal Profile example will be
modified to include hyphens in the
locations immediately poor to and
following the NXX.

Documentation
Improvement

10. AZIWO103l
C
L
O
S
E
D

An "OSS Gateway: No Data
Returned" error was received when
attempting to process a multi-line
PBX service new connect via
IMA-GUI.

Qwest believes an incorrect class of
service was used. CGE&Y verified
with correct class of service.

NA

11. AZIWO11l0
C
L
O
S
E
D

Pre-Order response times are
consistently longer for CLECs than
for Qwest.

The Retail Parity re-evaluation
eliminated the http timing delays and
showed that the resale and retail
experiences were substantially
similar.

NA

12. AZIWO111 1
C
L
O
s
E
D

The numbers of fields and steps
required to complete an order are
greater for CLECs using IMA-GUI
versus Qwest.

The Retell Parity re-evaluation
determined that only 15° o of the
Fields required for POTS were
manual entry for CLECs.

N/A

13 AZIWO1 112
C
L
O
S
E
D

Vanity TN reservation
functionality is available ro the
Retail representative, no similar
capability exists in the IMA-GUI
system for the CLEC
representative.

During the Retail Evaluation re-
evaluation, CGE&Y determined
through observation of the test case
performance that both retail and
resale representatives were accessing
the same Telephone & Address GUI
system to obtain the vanity TNs. At
this time CGE&Y believes the resale
representatives have substantially the
same ability to obtain and reserve
vanity TNs as the retail

Functionality
Improvement
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representatives.

14 AZIW02001
C
L
O
S
E
D

Designating Blocking attributes via
the Resale Form result in SAVE
error.

MA User Guide documentation will
be clarified.

Documentation
Improvement

15 AZIW02002
C
L
O
S
E
D

IMA-GUI intermittently fails to
auto-populate LSR From Admin
Section AGAUTH Held even
though the field was correctly
populated during the Review CSR
pre-order transaction.

Correction included in IMA 6.0
release scheduled 12 2000

Process
Improvement

16 AZIW02003
C
L
0
S
E
D

A successful IMA-GUI CSR
Validation query response displays
the originally input CUSTOMER
NAME entry as the CSR's NAME
data entry even when the actual
CSR does not have such a name.

This is working correctly. Bringing
the NAME field forward onto the
CSR response window allows a
service representative to keep track
of the way in which the customer has
referred to him/herself in the
customer contact while preserving
the proper and exact entries of the
listed and billed names on the
account.

N/A

17. AZIW02004
C
L
0
s
E
D

IMA-GUI consistently returned
"No Telephone Numbers available
for this address" over 5 repeated
TN Availability attempts
encompassing a 19 minute
sequential period.

A user can only reserve up to 9 TNS
for any given address at a time.
Because only 2 TNs were returned on
the initial query Qwest concludes
that there were already 7 TNs
reserved for the address. Qwest will
update the User Guide
documentation to provide further
clarification for the user.

Documentation
Improvement

18. AZIW02008
C
L
O
S
E
D

TNs reserved during IMA-GUI
Pre-Order TN Availability
transactor returned a "No
Telephone Numbers have been
reserved" message when TN LIST
was selected on the Resale Form.

Qwest believes that the script
performer did not actually select the
TNs from the originally returned TN
list. If TNs are not selected from the
TN Availability list within 30
minutes they are returned to the pool.

N/A

19. AZIW02009
C
L
O
s
E

An "RGGI " USOC selected during
LSR processing returned an error
message.

The USOC was invalid. The USOC
submitted was "RGGl+." The user
is expected to replace the "+" with
the desired value obtained in pre-
order. Documentation has been
clarified.

Document
Improvement
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20. AZIW02010
C
L
0
s
E
D

Received an Error Message "No
Telephone Numbers available for
this address in response to a TN
Availability query,

The PAV table queried by MA
caused the problem. The table,
which contains the USOC, reseller,
and switch information, had not been
properly updated. Normally, a
nightly CRON process updates the
PAV table. Qwest has rectified this
problem.

Process
Improvement

21. AZIW02011
C
L
0
S
E
D

A disconnect LSR with a due date
of 10/17 00 was completed no later
than 9 29 00.

A Qwest service order was issued
manually with a due date of 9 26/00.

Training
Opportunity

22. AZIWO20l2
C
L
O
S
E
D

The IMA-GUI LSR Admin screen
DDD field could not be accessed to
be overtyped when attempting to
perform a supplement to modify
the Desired Due Date of an earlier
submitted LSR.

The original LSR contained a
dispatch appointment, therefore the
DDD could not be changed The
user must select a new appointment,
then issue a supplemental order using
the newly reserved dispatch
appointment.

Documentation
Improvement

23. AZIWO300l
IW0200-001

C
L
0
s
E
D

5 accounts scheduled for M&R
scripts were not provisioned with
TNs

Not IWOAccount staging issues
appropriate.

NA

24 AZIW03005
IW0200-005

C
L
O
s
E
D

Retail side "circuit ID" provided
on the script was a billing number,
and could not be used for
performing M&R transactions.

Not IWOAccount staging issues
appropriate

N/A

CAPACITY TEST
IWO # Incident Work Order Q%vest's Response Results

1. AZIWOH28
W
I
T

Qwest truncated leading zeros in
the Functional Acknowledgement
(FA) field (AKl02) in Release 7.0.
Therfore they could not match

Qwest stated that Qwest's
implementation of the FA field is
consistent with X.12 standards.

N/A
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H
D
R
A
W
N

their inbound and their outbound
transactions.

2. AZIWOII43
C
L
O
s
E
D

Orders that were expected to
receive a FOC did not receive one.

Qwest confirmed that 77 LSRs were
valld but did not flow-through due to
an intermittent read error by Fetch-N
Stuff on some transactions returned
from the downstream systems. Qwest
made a configuration change in
Fetch-N Stuff to enable Fetch-N
Stuff to read all transactions. This
will be evaluated as part of the
Functionality Re-test.

System
Improvement

3. AZIWOI 144
C
L
o
s
E
D

7 LSRs are missing (LSR did not
FOC or error)

Qwest confirmed that the seven
LSRs did not receive a FOC but
encountered an error in the BPL
process. Qwest made system
enhancements to correct this error
and forwarded a copy of the code
change to CGE&Y for verification

System
Improvement

4. AZIWO1 193
C
L
0
S
E
D

System support personnel did not
receive system alarms that were
generated due to the Code Red
Vims. If Qwest had performed
regular disaster recovery tests this
problem mlght have been detected.

Qwest implemented "Net Tool" to
ensure that this type of failure does
not reoccur NetTooI initially sends a
page to the Mobile Village paging
engine as used today. If this initial
paging attempt falls, NetTool resends
the page via the Arch paging engine
which is outside the Qwest firewall.
If for any reason it is unable to send
the page through either of the paging
engines, NetTool issues an email to
notify Qwest personnel that paging is
down. Qwest personnel then
manually monitor the common
paging logs until notified that paging
is again fully operational.

System
Improvement

5. AZIW01194
C
L
O
s
E
D

There is no evidence provided that
Qwest monitors call center
response times for CLEC support
functions in order to determine
whether adequate staffing exists to
handle calls in a timely fashion and
handle CLEC information
requirements.

The Load and Resource Manager
(LRM) in each Qwest INC monitors
Automatic Call Distribution (ACD)
data hourly. The ACD provides
metrics on Average Hold Time,
Average Length of Calls, and
Anticipated Call Volumes. Qwest
provided. Qwest forwarded a copy of
the Qwest Interconnect and

N/A
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Integrated Wholesale Service Center
Process, which details the call center
procedures. Qwest also provided
samples of the ACD call logs.

6. Az1w02119
C
L
O
s
E
D

IRTM EDI results for the Stress
Test were significantly different
from the results generated using
the HPC provided test data. The
Stress Test generated over 500 Pre-
Order Transactions with response
times greater than 200 seconds.
IRTM has none as responses
greater than 200 seconds time out
in IRTM and are therefore
excluded from the performance
measurement calculation.

IRTM excludes reposes greater than
200 seconds resulting in the
discrepancy in
EDI response times. The long
response times were due to delays
caused by the extremely high volumes
generated during the Stress Test.
These volumes will not occur in the
production environment given
Qwest's current capacity planning
and scalability procedures unless a
CLEC experiences failure on its
EDI components.

NA

7. AZIW03009
C
L
O
S
E
D

Qwest IA issued duplicate tile
names causing new files to
overwrite old files.

Qwest stated the the duplicate file
names were created because the
UNIX Operating System, not the
Qwest IA had reached a limit due to
the nature of the Capacity Test.

NA
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1. AZIW01044

C
L
0
s
E
D

CGE&Y would like to request that
Qwest make available a testbed for
use by CLECs that desire to
conduct business via EDI.

Qwest has developed a Stand-Alone
Testing Environment (SATE) to take
Pre Order and Order requests, pass
them to the stand-alone database, and
return responses to the SATE user.
The SATE was implemented on
08/01 01

Procedure

2. AZIW01064
C
L
O
S
E
D

Discrepancies and inconsistencies
in the CLEC account establishment
process published on Qwest's
website.

Qwest agrees with the findings
outlined in IWO 2060. Qwest
Wholesale Marketing
Communications will update the
"Getting Started" URL
http: www.qwest.com/wholesale le

Documentation
Improvement

cs index.html section of the
Wholesale Markets Web page to
arrange the section into a more easy
to understand format.

3. AZIWOl065
C
L
O

Inconsistencies in published
process for CLECs to request new
services (Bona Fide Request
process).

CGE&Y has identified coniiising
language in the IRRG regarding the
processes and applications co-
providers should use to request new

Documentation
Improvement
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s
E
D

unbundled network elements,
combinations of unbundled network
elements, or switch features.
Outlined in this response are
revisions to the Qwest IRRG, now
referred to as the Product Catalogue
or PCAT Qwest believes these
changes should minimize confusion
regarding various Service Request
options available to Wholesale
customers and should answer the
questions raised by this IWO.

4. AZIW01066
C
L
O
s
E
D

Qwest's introduction to MA class
needs to be improved ro include a
hands-on training environment
where users can actually use the
system. All ordering scenarios
need to be included in this
functionality.

Qwest agrees that the MA class
should include a hands-on training
environment for users. Qwest is
releasing a hands-on MA training
class on February 21, 2001. This
class will provide the students with
the opportunity to actually use MA
in a classroom setting. Each ordering
scenario will be included in the
appropriate course by product.

Training
Opportunity

5. AZIWOIO67
c
L
o
s
E
D

Qwest's CLEC training program
needs to be expandedto include
more classes. Specifically, classes
dealing with individual or families

of products, and classes regarding
Qwest business processes are most
needed.

In the year 2000, Qwest expanded its
CLEC training schedule for l"
Quarter 2001, 1nstructor~led training
classes and Web-based training
classes, both for products and MA,
were added. Thirty-four lnstructor-
led tralnrng classes were added.

Training
Opportunity

6. Az[wol068
w
I
T
H
D
R
A
w
N

Qwest's current EDI testing
process is inadequate. Qwest does
not operate a fully functional, fillly
automated testing environment that
mimics its production
environment.

IWO withdrawn. Duplicated an
earner IWO.

NA

7. AZIWOl070
C
L
o
s
E
D

The monthly service performance
reporting that Qwest provides to
the CLECs is inadequate and
inaccurate.

Qwest states that it has voluntarily
changed the reporting format to
match the format Qwest uses in its
workshops. These newly formatted
CLEC specific reports contain
December 2000 data and were
distributed to the CLEC account
teams on 2/8 01 and 2/9/01.

Documentation
Improvement

8. Azlwol075 The current CICMP process isnot Qwest disk is with CGE&Y's1 Process
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C
L
0
S
E
D

a true collaborative effort for
making changes to the CLEC-
speciNc pre-order, order, and repair
interfaces.

belief as to the degree ro which the
CICMP process is not collaborative.
It is Qwest's position that it is
appropriate for CLECs ro vote on
CLEC initiated changes but is not
appropriate for CLECs to vote on all
Cl1dI'1g€s.

In the Summer of2001, Qwest
initiated a comprehensive re-design
of its process, now re-named the
Change Management Process, in
collaboration with the CLEC
community. This effort will address
the issue of collaborative evaluation
and prioritization of change requests.

Improvement

9. AZIWGIO76
C
L
O
s
E
D

The Change Request (CR) process
used in the CICMP needs to be
reviewed and re-designed in order
for CRs to progress through the
lifecycle in a much more timely
fashlon.

The Qwest once a month CICMP
meetings are in line with other lLECs
such as SBC and Bell Atlantic
(Verizon) which have both been
approved by the FCC

In the Summer of 2001, Qwest
initiated a comprehensive re-design
omits process, now re-named the
Change Management Process, in
collaboration with the CLEC
community. This effort will address
the issue of the timeliness of change
request reviews and prioritization.

Qwest has made other changes
outside the re-design effort that have
already made the process more
efficient.

Process
Improvement

10 AZIWOIO78
C
L
O
s
E
D

"Final" EDI design documents are
only released to the CLECs three
weeks prior to a new EDI release.
This issue has been repeatedly
brought up at CICMP meetings by
both the CLECs and third party
EDI software vendors.

Qwest's EDI release documentation
notification procedures give the
CLECs adequate time to prepare for
an EDI release. Qwest's EDI release
documentation notification timelines
meet or exceed industry expectations,
demonstrated by comparing SBC
timelines to Qwest timelines.

In the Summer of200l, Qwest
initiated a comprehensive re-design
of its process, now re-named the
Change Management Process, in
collaboration with the CLEC
community. This effort will address
the issue of the timeliness of EDI

Process
Improvement
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deslgn documentation release.

11 AZIW01086
C
L
O
s
E
D

Various minor discrepancies were
noted in reviewing the Resale and
Interconnection Product
Descriptions (PDs) available to
CLECs on the Qwest Wholesale
Web site.

In order to address the concerns
raised, Qwest is implementing
several changes to the means by
which it shall review, and
communicate information necessary
for CLECs to conduct business with
Qwest.

Documentation
Improvement

12 AZIW01127
C
L
0
S
E
D

There was no clearly identified
process for communicating
software changes that were outside
of a scheduled MA software
release.

Qwest has researched the issue
outlined in IWO l127 and will
update its MA and FBDL EDI
Implementation Guide
documentation. Additionally, Qwest
has taken internal steps to ensure the
process is consistently followed.

Documentation
Improvement

13 AZIWO113]
C
L
O
s
E
D

Qwest provided some CLEC
documents that were not complete,
or usable from the web page,

A user must be familiar with their
own browser settings to employ the
type of printing they require and
know that they have the ability to set
their printing parameters.

NA

14 AZIW01135
C
L
O
s
E
D

The section of the Qwest
wholesale website containing
instructions on business procedures
for Interconnect (i.e. CLEC)
customers contains a page called
"Manual Interfaces." The intent of
this IWO is to bring to Qwest's
attention some inaccuracies
contained within this document.

Updates wlll be made to the Qwest
Wholesale Web site in August 2001,
and again before the end of 2001 to
address these issues.

Documentation
Improvement

15 AZIWOII38
C
L
O
s
E
D

On the RPL form, ECCKT field, it
appears that there may be a
documentation issue since the
Business Rules state "This field
represents the USW Circuit Id. All
components within the ID should
be delimited by periods." The
ECCKT that was returned on the
CSR for this account was
602/670357 a virtual circuit.
The Business Rules do not indicate
that this format of ECCKT is valid.

Qwest was able to replicate the error
using the data provided and has
found that for the account utilized in
the P-CLEC test, the ECCKT was
not placed in the ECCKT field
(CsRR7a), the SBN (Summary Bill
Number) for the loop was placed in
this field. Qwest has created CR
20608 to address this issue. Qwest
has targeted this fix for MA Release
9.0, scheduled for December 8, 2001 .

The requested fix was accomplished
on 8 December.

OSS Change

16. AZIWOI 145
C

Help Desk-related incidents were
noted during the Functionality Test.

Qwest records indicate that closure
of the three trouble tickets (754013,

Training
Opportunity
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L
O
S
E
D

These incidents relate to the
inconsistent following of
escalation procedures by Qwest
help desk personnel.

773927, 754609) was provided to the
CLEC. A copy of the three tickets is
included in a Confidential
Attachment to this response. The
notes in the escalation remarks
sections and a check in the
Completed box are used by Qwest to
indicate closure of the ticket.

17 AZIW01146
C
L
o
S
E
D

Help Desk-related incidents were
noted during the Functionality Test.
These incidents relate to possible
training deficiencies within
Qwest's Interconnect Service
Centers.

Call Center personnel have not been
introduced to post order notifications.
A Call Center database ticket should
be sent to an MA SME to assist the
CLEC. An MCC will be issued no
later than 9/17 01 reminding Call
Center personnel that MA post order
notifications are considered
Customer Service Inquiry and
Education Center (CSIE) work and
should be forwarded via call center
database ticket to the subject matter
experts at the CSIE.

Training
Oppommity

18. AZIW01147
C
L
O
S
E
D

Help Desk-related incidents were
noted during the Functionality Test.
These incidents relate to Pseudo-
CLEC difficulties contacting
Qwest help desks.

CGE&Y is satisfied that these
observations were brought to light as
many other CLECs may have
experienced the same type of service.
Since there is no way to recreate this
situation, the fact that it is
documented, brought to Qwest's
attention and discussed is adequate.

19. AZIW01148
C
L
0
s
E
D

Help Desk-related incident was
noted during the Functionality Test.
Thls incident relates to a weakness
in Qwest documentation that is
available to CLECs.

Qwest posted the new escalation
information to the Qwest Wholesale
website on 09 21 2001. Qwest
provided notification to the CLECs
on 09 21 2001 with subject line:
"Updates to Product Catalog for
Bona Fide Request and Special
Request, Expedites and Escalations,
Proof of Agency and Letter of
Agency."

Documentation
Improvement

20. AZIW01149
C
L
O
s
E
D

The following incidents were noted
during the provisioning and
installation of customer lines
during the Functionality Test.
These incidents relate to:

Possible training deficiencies
within the Interconnect Service
Centers
Possible training deficiencies
within the repair bureau

Qwest implemented training,
processes, metrics, and a new CLEC
Coordination Center

Training
Opportunity
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Inappropriate contact between
Qwest repair technicians and
CLEC end-user customers.

21 AZIW01170
C
L
0
S
E
D

This IWO is an observation
follow-up to AZIWOI086, which
has been closed. AZIWOIO86
pointed out deficiencies in Qwest's
online Product Catalogs.

All pertinent information from the
Manual Interfaces PCAT has now
been updated and relocated to
appropriate locations on Qwest
websites. Qwest has deleted the
information on this web page and
replaced it with links guiding CLECs
to the relocated, pertinent
information.

Documentdtxon
Improvement

22 AZIWO]l71
W
I
T
H
D
R
A
w
N

The P-CLEC uncovered the
following issues regarding
amendments co its Interconnection
Agreement: -- 1) The UNE-P
amendment took four revisions,
and three months to complete. 2)
The amendment for LNP Managed
cuts took over seven months, and
one replacement copy to complete.

The subject of this IWO was also
addressed in the following closed
IWis: AZIWOI 130, AZIWOI 132
and AZIWOI 134.

NA

23 AZIWOH72
C
L
O
s
E
D

The instructor, by his own
admission, was largely unfamiliar
with the subject matter and merely
read from the course book for most
of the class. The second half of the
class was supposed to have been an
explanation of how to order the
product through IMA-GUI. Since
the MA "Hands-On" class was not
a prerequisite for the UNE-P class,
however, the IMA-GUI portion of
the course amounted to little more
than a brief IMA-GUI overview.
CLEC feedback on other such
courses has reiterated this
observation.

Qwest has implemented train-the-
trainer programs and cross training
its trainers in an effort to be able to
provide more customer training on
various topics It is likely that one of
our trainers was not an expert in a
particular topic in their first class on
that topic. Working knowledge of
the MA GUI or EDI is stated as a
prerequisite for the UNE-P class.

Training
Oppomxnity

24. AZIW01173
C
L
O
S
E
D

The following observations were
made during CGE&Y's attendance
of Qwest's IMA-GUI Hands-On
class conducted on 2] March 200] .
--= The instructors are not yet
completely familiar with all of the
courses they are required to teach,
so they are often forced to consult
with product subject matter experts
in order to fully answer students '
questions.  - The majority of

Qwest will define the requirements
for expanding the current MA
Hands On training system to
determine if MA system responses
can also be provided. The
observation about workstations
locking up is not a training issue as
much as it is a system timing issue.
Based upon this experience, the
trainers know what to do to prevent
the timing problem and take the

Training
Opportunity
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questions asked by participants,
however, were related to business
rules and Interconnection Service
Center (INC) processes and didn't
necessarily have anything to do
with the IMA-GUI system. Many
other questions stemmed from
some participants' lack of
understanding of Local Service
Ordering Guidelines (LSOG) fields
and business rules, and likewise
weren't related to IMA-GUI. It
should have been made more clear
to participants that the purpose of
the class was the functionality of
the IMA-GUI system and not a
discussion of Qwest's order
processing functions and business
rules. The training system
created for this class was usable
but contained some shortcomings.
For example, since the system
doesn't fully mirror the production
environment, the student is not
able to submit an order and receive
a FOC. Likewise, most post-order
functionality was not available to
class participants. Finally,
participants of the class
experienced several system
failures, most often when several
students tried to submit the same
transaction at the same time. This
action resulted in their
workstations locking up, and
students were forced to completely
shut down their browsers, log back
into MA, and get back to where
they were, In some instances this
wasted quite a bit of class time.

necessary steps to keep it from
occurring Qwest is currently
defining system, human resource and
funding requirements for creating a
"more robust" MA training.

Qwest opens its classes to questions
from students. At times, students
will ask questions concerning topics
other than the discussion points in the
training class. The MA course
description sheet published on the
Qwest Wholesale website, course
catalog, provides information on
class topics: "This introductory
course teaches the participant how to
use Qwest's MA Graphical User
Interface (GUI) to order wholesale
products and enter and view repair
data. This class is interactive using
software demonstration and hands-on
practice to familiarize the participant
with the MA GUI system." (Ar the
time, repair was included in MA it
is now a sepa.'ate course, CEMR )
The URL for this course description
sheet is
http: www.qwest.com/wholesale/trai
nlng/1lt_desc ima_handson.htrnl

25 AZIW01174
C
L
O
s
E
D

The following observations were
made by the Pseudo-CLEC (P-
CLEC) during its EDI certification
process for the Arizona 271. The
Qwest Connectivity process did
not include a clearly defined
protocol or schedule for closing
open CRs associated with
scenarios after the completion of
the EDI Connectivity process.
Although Qwest has committed to
resolving all open CRs associated

A11 CRs that impacted the ability of
the P-CLEC to certify on the IMA-
EDI interface for release 5.0 and
release 6.0 have been resolved. All
impacted EDI CLECs were notified
about CRs that affected software or
business processes via the IMA-EDI
release notification process. As of
Release 7.0, there are no open P~
CLEC CRs in Arizona. Qwest
maintains internal lists of EDI
CLECs by product to use for

Procedure
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with the p-cLEc's 271 testing
effort in their next release of the
EDI software, Release 7 0, there
appears to be no defined schedule
that identifies the specific
trrnefrarnes in which co-providers
could expect resolution of opened
CRs. There was also no standard
co-provider notification list that
specified which co-providers
would be notified of the specific
CR fixes. It appears as if some of
the CR fixes could be completed at
any point after the EDI
Connectivity process, and co-
providers would not necessarily be
made aware of the specific CRS
that have been resolved. Release
notes do not always indicate all CR
fixes,

notification purposes.
Qwest is making a proposal to
change its change management
program to meet the needs of the
industry and align Qwest with
evolving industry directions. To this
end, Qwest is working this issue in
the regulatory workshops and the
CMP Forum and has prepared a
proposal for collaborative
development of a change
management program that will
address the concerns raised In this
and other observations. The details of
the program will be collaboratively
refined with the CLECs in the Qwest
CMP forum. 'The schedule for the
CMP Redesign effort is located on
this website.
http: www qwest.com/wholesale/cm
p redesignlitml in the section for
Meeting Notice Meeting Schedules.
Qwest has identified and expects the
program to contain the following
elements, some of which address the
issues raised in this observation.

26 AZIWOI 175
C
L
O
s
E
D

The Pseudo-CLEC closely
followed the Qwest MA 7.0
Connection Guide when upgrading
the IMA-GUI from version 6.0 to
7.0. The Qwest documentation
seemed to assume that the IMA-
GUI was being installed on
computers with no previous IMA-
GUI installation. When attempting
to install the 7.0 IMA-GUI on
computers with 6.0 already
installed, it was discovered that
there were installation steps that
were not included in the
Connection Guide. In order to get
consistent access to the Qwest
MA server, it was necessary to
completely uninstall previous
versions of Netscape 4.71 and Sun
Microsystems's Java Developer's
Kit 1.2.2 and then do a fresh
installation of the software.

Qwest is confused by the P-CLEC's
description of updating the IMA-GUI
from 6.0 to 7 0. The write-up seems
to suggest that the P-CLEC was
upgrading the IMA-GUI software
from version 6.0 to 7.0 in its own
system. That is not the case, the
IMA~GUI software resides in Qwest
systems. There is no action required
by a CLEC to "upgrade" from the
MA GUI 6.0 to 7.0 because Qwest

upgrades the versions internally on
the GUI from release to release.
When a CLEC logs on to the MA
GUI, they are logged into the version
that is being currently supported in
production.

The IWO states that the tester was
using Netscape v4.71, although the
Interconnect Guide, version 7.0,
explicitly states in Chapter 2,
Desktop Requirements, page 2-3, that
versions 4.08 and 4.51 are supported.
The MA Connection Guide lists the
approved versions of Netscape and

Procedure
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Java A CLEC may experience
problems with the MA GUI when
they are not using the approved
versions of Netscape and/or Java. If
a CLEC encounter problems using a
version of Netscape and or Java other
than those approved, the first
recommendation Qwest would make
would be for the CLEC to install the
approved versions.

27 AZIW01176
C
L
O
s
E
D

The following observation was
made during CGE&Y's interview
of Qwest's CLEC Account
Management personnel. Qwest's
CLEC Account Managers said that
CLECs can begin ran processes,
including the interconnection
negotiation process, before state
certification is complete. While it
is clearly stated on the Qwest
wholesale website that a CLEC
must be certified by the state
commission before it can provide
service, it is not stated that a CLEC
can begin the account
establishment process before state
certification is complete.

The CLEC checklist, as referenced in
Qwest's 9/21 0] response summary,
was posted to the Qwest Wholesale
web site on 9 19 01. The updated
information can be accessed on the
Qwest Wholesale web site at these
URLs:

For Facilities Based CLECs -
http: www.qwest.com/whoI

sale oleos clew index.html
For Reseller CLECs -

http: www.qwest.com/whol
sale oleos reseller index.html

The associated industry notification
was sent on 10 4 Ol with subject
heading "Updated Information on
Getting Started Questionnaire for
CLECs and Resellers."

Documentation
Improvement

28 AZIWOI 177
C
L
O
S
E
D

The following observation was
made during CGE&Y's review of
the Arizona SGAT found at the
following web address:
http://www.qwest.com/about/polic
y seats #Arizona --= The section
within the SGAT dealing with
service performance gives the
general categories in which
performance is measured and
reported, but does not give any
detailed information about the
specific measures involved (i.e.,
what kinds of triggers are used
within the databases to capture
time and date related information).

Qwest has documented PIDs for
Arizona and placed links to filed
SGATs on the web page for CLEC
access. The PIDs explain the
performance measures and the filed
SGATs can be obtained through the
website.

Documentation
Improvement

29 AZIWOI178
C
L
O

The PCAT contains a list of Reject
Reasons at the following URL:
http: www.qwest.com/wholesale/c
lees orderprocesshtml. The page

Qwest has a new General Product
Catalogue (PCAT). The first phase
of PCAT was released on July 27th,
2001 (the URL is

Documentation
Improvement
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does not explain if the list is
complete, nor does it inform the
CLEC what steps to take to rectify
the reject.

http: www.qwest com wholesale ole
cs orderinghtml). The General
Order and Provisioning sections of
the PCATs outline a detailed list of
possible reject reasons and informs
the CLEC about what steps are
necessary to rectify the reject.
CLECs should go to the section
identified under the heading "Editing
Errors and Rejectlons" for the
information cited in this IWO.
Notice of changes to the Qwest web
site was provided to CLECs in July
of this year.

30 AZIWOI 179
C
L
O
s
E
D

The Service Interval Guide (SIG)
does not give any indication of
FOC intervals for orders issued
through Mediated Access. Further,
the SIG makes no mention of the
ordering method assumed (i.e.,
manual ordering) when giving
FOC intervals, therefore leaving it
to the reader to infer it from the
material presented.

On August 1 ', 2001, Qwest modified
the SIG to indicate that the "Firm
Order Completion (FOC) interval is
based on the assumption that the
request is submitted electronically
via MA. An additional 24 hours is
added to the interval if the request is
submitted via HIS (Faxed).

Documentation
Improvement

31 AZIWOI 180
C
L
O
s
E
D

The PCAT located at
http: www qwest.com/wholesale c
lees electronicaccesshtml provides
instmctlons for CLECs to follow to
gain OSS access and gives
connectivity options. The forms
required are outlined and provided
for the CLEC to submit to the
account manager. Exception:
Timelines are not listed for every
connection method.

This difference was noted by Qwest
and was corrected on 8 28 01 The
Dedicated Access and Dial up
methods did provide a timeframe for
set up installation, however, the
timeframe for Digital Certificate was
omitted. This information was
added to the Electronic Access
website on 8 28 Ol. Appropriate
notification was sent via the CMP to
the CLECs on 8/28 01

Documentation
Improvement

32 AZIWOI 196
C
L
O
s
E
D

The Resale PCATs for Resale
Voice Messaging Service and for
Central Office - Automatic Call
Distribution appear to be out of
date. If the information contained
on these pages is still current, then
the "Reviewed On" dates should be
updated. Also, these PCATs state
that the products cannot be ordered
through Mediated Access. If this
is still true, then the manual
ordering instructions should be
updated to include the proper
Qwest fax number where the
various OBF forms can be sent.

2.

RESALE Issues:
1. The Resale Voice Messaging

Service information is out of
date. Qwest is in the process of
revising it and will have all
Voice Messaging Products
completely documented and
posted to the web on or before
December 14, 2001.
Automatic Call Distribution
will be reviewed for accuracy
and completeness, revised and
posted to the web on or before
November 20, 200 l.

Documentation
Improvement
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The following Interconnection
URLs appear to be out of date:

The PCAT for Dedicated Internet
Access
The PCAT for Domestic ATM
The PCAT for Interim Number
Portability
The PCAT for Toll-Free
Origination
The PCAT for Electronic Directory
Assistance
The PCAT for DSI
The PCAT for DS3
The PCAT for Private Line

•

•

•

•

INTERCONNECTION Issues:
1. Effective 10 30 01, Qwest has

removed from the web slte the
following items that are not
applicable to Interconnection
or Resale:

Dedicated Internet Access
Domestic ATM
Toll-Free Origination
DSI (Resale DS1 will remain)
DS3 (Resale DS3 will remain)
Private Line

2.

3.

The Qwest process for INC has
not changed. However, the
information for INC wlll be
reviewed for accuracy and
completeness by ll 9/01.
Should the documentation
require revision in content, it
will be updated and published
to the web no later than
11/16/01. The format will be
revised at that time.
The PCAT for Electronic
Directory Assistance will be
reviewed, revised and
published to the web no later
than ll 9 01.

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

»

Version 2.0 532



Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

3

Appendix C - Call Detail Log

Version 2.0 533



CALL DETAIL LOG

DATE :NAME:

ADDRESS :

TEST LINE TELEPHONE NUMBER: 1(

Please add any additional
comments :

I certify the information completed above to be true and accurate. I 811ther certify that I made the phone calls at
the start and end times shown above.

Test
Number

Test Call
Descript ion

Date Start Time of
Call

End Time of
Call

Comments

I 900/976
Blocking

2 800 Number
Dialing

Capability

3 Directory
Assistance

4 Long
Distance
Carrier

Verification

Long D is tance Carr ier :

5 IntraLATA
Long

Distance
Carrier

6 Long
Distance Call
Completion

7 Loc a l  C a l l
C om p le t i on

8 In-State
InterLATA

Long
Distance Call

Comp.
9 In-State

IntraLATA
Long

Distance Call
Comp.

10 One Plus
D i rec t o ry
Assistance

C a l l
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Test Call Instructions

As a volunteer, please follow the instructions outlined below and complete the attached Call Detail Log to record these test calls.
Return the top copy of the Call Detail Log in the Return Postage Paid Envelope within 24 hours of completing these test calls (retain
the bottom copy of the original call Detail Log for your records).

Please perform these calls on the date indicated on the attached Call Detail Log.

If you have any problems or questions with these instructions, please contact Jason Stilts at 1-800-227-4230 x3789 or Andrew
Bennett at 1-800-227-4230 x272l for clarification.

TEST CALL 1: Verify 900 blocking
Dial 1-900-656-2408 from the test line
Verify you hear the recorded blocking message such as: "At the customer's request you cannot dial that number from this line"
The call will be a failure if you are connected to the 900 number.

TEST CALL 2: Verify ability to dial 800 numbers.
Dial 1-800-227-4230 from the test line to connect to the Cap Gemini voice messaging system.
When you hear, "Thank you for calling Cap Gemini America" the test call is deemed successful, hang up and record in the Call Detail

Log. If you do not hear "Thank you for calling Cap Gemini America ', hang up and note the call was not successtiil in the
comments section of the Call Detail Log.

TEST CALL 3: Verify Directory Assistance availability.
Dial 1411 from the test line.
Ask for the telephone number for the Local US Post Office in your city.
Verify that the Directory Assistance Operator was able to give the number, record the number given on the Call Detail Log. If the call

was not successful, please note this in the comments section of the Call Detail Log.

TEST CALL 4: Verify Long Distance Can'ier
Dial 1-700-555-4141 from the test line.
You will hear the name of the long distance carrier on the test line. Hang up and record the name of the long distance carrier in the

comment section of the Call Detail Log. If you are not connected to a Long Distance carrier or if you are not assigned to a Long
Distance company, make a note that you were not connected or assigned, as appropriate, on the Call Detail Log.

TEST CALL 5: Verify k1traLATA Long Distance Carrier
Dial l+Area Code-555-4141 from the test line. (Area Code = Your Area Code)
You will hear the name of the k\traLATA long distance carrier on the test line. Hang up and record the name of the IntraLATA

carrier in the comment section of the Call Detail Log. If you are not connected to a carrier, or if you are not assigned to a
company, make a note that you were not connected or assigned, as appropriate, on the Call Detail Log.

TEST CALL 6: Long Distance Call Completion
Dial 469-330-1299, note the star time of the call, and listen to the message. Hang up and record the call duration on the Call Detail

Log. If call did not go through, please note that in the comments section of the Call Detail Log.

TEST CALL 7: Local Call Completion
Dial 606-863-0127, note the start time of the call, and listen to the message. Hang up and record the call in the Call Detail Log. If call

did not go through, please note that in the comments section of the Call Detail Log.

TEST CALL 8: In-State Interdata Long Distance Call Completion
Dial 520-535-7820, note the start time of the call, and listen to the message. Hang up and record the call duration on the Call Detail

Log. If call did not go through, please note that in the comments section of the Call Detail Log.

TEST CALL 9: In-State lntralata Long Distance Call Completion
Dial 520-772-9034, note the start time of the call, and listen to the message. Hang up and record the call duration on the Call Detail

Log. If call did not go through, please note that in the comments section of the Call Detail Log.

TEST CALL 10: Verify One Plus Directory Assistance availability.
Dial 1-303-555-1212 from the test line.
When the operator asks "for what city?" You will respond with "Aurora"
And when the Operator asks "for what listing?" You will respond with "Nova Southeaster University"
Verify that the Directory Assistance Operator was able to give the number, record the number given on the Call Detail Log and hang
up. Note: If given the option to connect automatically dial the number, do not choose this option.
If the call was not successful, please note this in the comments section of the Call Detail Log.

Thank You for your participation in this effort!
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Test Call Instructions

As a volunteer, please follow the instructions outlined below and complete the attached Call Detail Log to record these test calls.
Return the top copy of the Call Detail Log in the Return Postage Paid Envelope within 24 hours of completing these test calls (retain
the bottom copy of the original call Detail Log for your records).

Please perform these calls on the date indicated on the attached Call Detail Log.

If you have any problems or questions with these instructions, please contact Jason Stunts at 1-800-227 4230 x3789 or Andrew
Bennett at 1-800-227-4230 x272l tor clarification.

TEST CALL l: Verify 900 blocking
Dial l~900~656-2408 from the test line
Verify you hear the recorded blocking message such as: "At the customer's request you cannot dial that number from this line '
The call will be a failure if you are connected to the 900 number,

TEST CALL 2: Verify ability to dial 800 numbers.
Dial 1-800-227-4230 from the test line to connect to the Cap Gemini voice messaging system.
When you hear, "Thank you for calling Cap Gemini America" the test call is deemed successful, hang up and record in the Call Detail

Log. If you do not hear "Thank you for calling Cap Gemini America", hang up and note the call was not successful in the
comments section of the Call Detail Log.

TESTCALL 3: Verify Directory Assistance availability.
Dial 141 l from the test line.
Ask for the telephone number for the Local US Post Office in your city.
Verify that the Directory Assistance Operator was able to give the number, record the number given on the Call Detail Log. If the call

was not successful, please note this in the comments section of the Call Detail Log.

TEST CALL 4: Verify Long Distance Carrier
Dial 1-700-555-4141 from the test line.
You will hear the name of the long distance carrier on the test line. Hang up and record the name of the long distance carrier in the

comment section of the Call Detail Log. If you are not connected to a Long Distance can'ier or if you are not assigned to a Long
Distance company, make a note that you were not connected or assigned, as appropriate, on the Call Detail Log.

TEST CALL 5: Verify kitraLATA Long Distance Carrier
Dial l+Area Code-555-4141 from the test line. (Area Code = Your Area Code)
You will hear the name of the IntraLATA long distance carrier on the test line. Hang up and record the name of the IntraLATA

carrier in the comment section of the Call Detail Log. If you are not connected to a carrier, or if you are not assigned to a
company, make a note that you were not connected or assigned, as appropriate, on the Call Detail Log,

TEST CALL 6: Long Distance Call Completion
Dial 469-330-1299, note the start time of the call, and listen to themessage. Hang up and record the call duration on the Call Detail

Log. If call did not go through, please note that in the comments section of the Call Detail Log.

TEST CALL 7: Local Call Completion
Dial 520-772-9034 note the star time of the call, and listen to the message. Hang up and record the call in the Call Detail Log. If call

did not go through, please note that in the comments section of the Call Detail Log.

TEST CALL 8: In-State kiterlata Long Distance Call Completion
Dial 602-863-0127, note the start time of the call, and listen to the message. Hang up and record the call duration on the Call Detail

Log. If call did not go through, please note that in the comments section of the Call Detail Log.

TEST CALL 9: Ki-State lntralata Long Distance Call Completion
Dial 520-323-7820, note the start time of the call, and listen to the message. Hang up and record the call duration on the Call Detail

Log. If call did not go through, please note that in the comments section of the Call Detail Log.

TEST CALL 10: Verify One Plus Directory Assistance availability.
Dial 1-303-555-1212 from the test line.
When the operator asks "for what city?" You will respond with "AurOra"
And when the Operator asks "for what listing? You will respond with "Nova Southeaster University"
Verify that the Directory Assistance Operator was able to give the number, record the number given on the Call Detail Log and hang
up. Note: If given the option to connect automatically dial the number, do not choose this option.
If the call was not successful, please note this in the comments section of the Call Detail Log.

Thank You for your participation in this effort '
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Test Call Instructions

As a volunteer, please follow the instructions outlined below and complete the attached Call Detail Log to record these test calls.
Return the top copy of the Call Detail Log in the Return Postage Paid Envelope within 24 hours of completing these test calls (retain
the bottom copy of the original call Detail Log for your records).

Please perform these calls on the date indicated on the attached Call Detail Log.

If you have any problems or questions with these instructions, please contact Jason Stults at 1-800-227-4230 x3789 or Andrew
Bennett at 1-800-227-4230 x272l for clarification.

TEST CALL 1: Verify 900 blocking
Dial l-900-656~2448 from the test line
Verify you hear the recorded blocking message such as: "At the customers request you cannot dial that number from this line'
The call will be a failure if you are connected to the 900 number.

TEST CALL 2: Verify ability to dial 800 numbers.
Dial l-800~227~4230 from the test line to connect to the Cap Gemini voice messaging system.
When you hear, "Thank you for calling Cap Gemini America' the test call is deemed successful, hang up and record in the Call Detail

Log, If you do not hear "Thank you for calling Cap Gemini America", hang up and note the call was not successful in the
comments section of the Call Detail Log.

TEST CALL 3: Verify Directory Assistance availability.
Dial 141 i from the test line.
Ask for the telephone number for the Local US Post Office in your city.
Verify that the Directory Assistance Operator was able to give the number, record the number given on the Call Detail Log. If the call

was not successful, please note this in the comments section of the Call Detail Log.

TEST CALL 4: Verify Long Distance Carrier
Dial 1-700-555~414l from the test line.
You will hear the name of the long distance carrier on the test line. Hang up and record the name of the long distance carrier in the

comment section of the Call Detail Log. If you are not connected to a Long Distance catTier or if you are not assigned to a Long
Distance company, make a note that you were not connected or assigned, as appropriate, on the Call Detail Log.

TEST CALL 5: Verify IntraLATA Long Distance Carrier
Dial l+Area Code-555-4l4l from the test line. (Area Code = Your Area Code)
You will hear the name of the l.ntraLATA long distance carrier on the test line. Hang up and record the name of the IntraLATA

catTier in the comment section of the Call Detail Log. If you are not connected to a carrier, or if you are not assigned to a
company, make a note that you were not connected or assigned, as appropriate, on the Call Detail Log.

TEST CALL 6: Long Distance Call Completion
Dial 469-330-1299, note the start time of the call, and listen to the message. Hang up and record the call duration on the Call Detail

Log. If call did not go through, please note that in the comments section of the Call Detail Log.

TEST CALL 7: Local Call Completion
Dial 520-323-7820, note the start time of the call, and listen to the message. Hang up and record the call in the Call Detail Log. If call

did not go through, please note that in the comments section of the Call Detail Log.

TEST CALL 8: I.r1-State Interdata Long Distance Call Completion
Dial 602-863-0127, note the start time of the call, and listen to the message. Hang up and record the call duration on the Call Detail

Log. If call did not go through, please note that in the comments section of the Call Detail Log.

Not Applicable to this Test Packet (please skip this call and leave blank on the Call DetailTEST CALL9:
I-og)

TEST CALL 10: Verify One Plus Directory Assistance availability.
Dial 1-303-555-1212 from the test line.
When the operator asks "for what city?" You will respond with "Aurora '.
And when the Operator asks "for what listing?" You will respond with "Nova Southeaster University"
Verify that the Directory Assistance Operator was able to give the number, record the number given on the Call Detail Log and hang
up, Note: If given the option to connect automatically dial the number, do not choose this option.
If the call was not successful, please note this in the comments section of the Call Detail Log.

Thank You for your participation in this effort!

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test
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Name: Date:
Address:

(Test Line #:

Can be reached #(s):

)
(Newly Installed for test or converted line)

)

)

(

(

(P/ease provide a detailed account of the problem you are experiencing.)Trouble Description:

(How did the trouble inhibit your test ca/ls? Test Call #?)Trouble effected my test calls by:

INTERMITTENT FREQUENCY UNKNOWNCONSTANTP r o b l e m  i s :
(Please Circle One.)

Additional Comments or Concerns:

For CGE8.Y Internal Use Only:

uC H R

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

***NOTE: Please return this form with the "Call Detail Log"youhave filled out -- even if there was no trouble. Also,
please report your trouble to Maintenance and Repair at 877-389-2032. CustomerService can be reached at 877-341-4578.
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Appendix F - AT&T / HPC / CGE&Y Interface Process For Qwest OSS Test
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AT&T / HPC /CGE&Y Interface Process
For Qwest OSS Test

1.0 Overview

This document describes the process to be used by AT&T, HPC and CGE&Y in support of unbundled loop (UNE-
L) and Number Portability (NP) test cases for the Qwest OSS test. The test cases to be supported by AT8cT, which
are based on the scenarios found in the Master Test Plan, Appendix A, include:

•

Conversion from retail, resale, or unbundled loop with ports (UNE-P) to UNE-L, UNE-L with NP or
UNE NP.
new UNE-L .

AT&T is working in partnership with HPC (the pseudo-CLEC) to provision and test unbundled loop and LNP
services. AT&T has dedicated vacant co-location facilities to be used when processing these types of orders and
will act as the engineering/switching group for HPC.

2.0 Facility Identification

AT&T has identified collocation sites and the dedicated facilities available for this test on a list provided to
CGE&Y. This spreadsheet will be knovim as the QWEST COLLO Spreadsheet.xls. These facilities will serve as
HPC's facility inventory for the duration of the test. CGE&Y will be responsible for assignment of the facilities to
specific orders and document this information on the associated test script. CGE&Y will maintain the facility list
inventory, as orders are installed or disconnected, to ensure only the vacant facilities are assigned to orders. An
update of the CFA status to 'vacant' or 'in use' will be based on HPC's receipt of a Service Order Completion
(SOC) from Qwest on the associated order.

The QWEST COLLO Spreadsheet.xls will be used by CGE&Y to preassign orders to facilities and will be sent, via
email, two weeks in advance of the order Due Date to [Redacted]_at AT&T for preprovisioning. All lines should be
provisioned with toll restriction and 900/976 blocking. The CGE8cY contact is [Redacted]

3.0 UNE-L Process (without NP) [AT&T: New In]

This section describes the interaction between the participants and identifies when and how communication should
take place.

3.1 Provisioning
1. Two Business week prior to the anticipated due date of the test case, CGE&Y will email the

QWEST COLLO Spreadsheet.xls to [Redacted]at AT&T [Redacted]. All lines should be
provisioned with toll restriction and 900/976 blocking.
Within 8 hours of receiving an Firm Order Confirmation (FOC), CGE&Y will email the
Provisioning Request Form (PRF) with the test case details and Subject Line '[Tracking Number] -
New IN' to [Redacteii] at AT&T [Redacted] . See Figure l below. The PRF will contain the Frame
Due Time (FDT) that will be between 9:30 AM to 4:30 PM MST.
If any conflict is found with the assigned CFA, AT&T will notify CGE&Y of the new CFA via
email within 48 hours of receipt with Subject Line '[Tracking Number - CFA Error]'. CGE&Y will
update the CFA list and the test case script with the new CFA.
If there_any changes to an order (DD, CFA, etc.) after the original PRF has been sent, CGE&Y will
contact AT&T via email with Subject Line '[Tracking Number]-New IN order Change and include a
new PRF.

1

3.2 Testing

Version 2.0 542

4.

3.

2.

J



Activation Complete DIT

FOC D/T

Product Type

TN ICKID

CFA

FDT/TBCC

Tracking #

Sent Date and Time

Due Date Requested

Once the installation is complete at the DMARK, Qwest will call HPC/Qwest. HPC/Qwest will then
call AT&T, [Redacted] with the Qwest techon the line to notify them that Qwest has finished
provisioning the order.
AT&T will make test calls on a separate line. After the test calls have been completed, AT&T will
inform HPC/CGE&Y and the Qwest tech of the status of the test. At the conclusion of testing,
AT&T will email the PRF to CGE&Y with Subject Line [TrackingNumber - Test Results] and the
result of the testing.
If a successful test call does not occur within one hour and after AT&T having followed normal
internal trouble procedures, (e.g., checking all areas of the AT&T network). AT&T will provide
CGE&Y with a status update. CGE&Y will notify HPC to contact Qwest and follow regular
maintenance and repair procedures. When Qwest reports that the loop is installed, repeat from Step
1.
During the loop~testing interaction, the emailed status will serve to document the steps taken by
CGE&Y and AT8cT. In addition, HPC will update the comments on their record of the order with
all testing activities. All parties should be careful to include date, time and description of activities
to properly support data collection for the final report.

Provisioning Request Form

r

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Test Results

Test Complete D/T

Remarks

Figure 1: Provisioning Request Form

UNE-L with NP [AT&T: LOOP with NPI
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This section describes the interaction between the participants and identifies when and how communication should
take. place.

4.1 PrOvisioning

Two Business week prior to the anticipated due date of the test case, CGE8cY will email the
QWEST COLLO Spreadsheet.xls to [Redacted] at AT&T [Redacted] . All lines should be
provisioned with toll restriction and 900/976 blocking.
Within 8 hours of receiving an Firm Order Confirmation (FOC), CGE&Y will email the
Provisioning Request Font (PRF)(see Figure l) with the test case details and Subject Line
'[Tracking Numberj- LNP' to [Redacted] at AT&T [Redacted] . See Figure 1. The PRF will
include the Frame Due Time (PDT) for the Coordinated Hot Cut (CHC) that will be between 9:30
AM to 4:30 PM MST. . `
If any conflict is found with the assigned CFA, AT&T will notify CGE&Y of the new CFAvia email
within 48 hours of receipt with Subject Line '[Tracking Number - CFA Error]'. CGE8cY will update
the CFA list and the test case script with the new CFA.
If there_any changes to an order (DD, CFA, etc.)after the original PRF has been sent, CGE&Y will
contact AT&T via email with Subject Line '[Tracking Number]-LNP Order Change' and include a
new PRF.
Within 18 hours of the time the FOC is received by HPC, AT&T will send a subscription version
concurred to the National Portability Administration Center (NPAC) to establish the ported number
ownership on the due date. If the 18 hour window expires AT&T will send the subscription version
create, and if there is no concur within 18 hours, AT&T will send an activate. CGE&Y will notify
HPC to notify Qwest to concur on the subscription activate.
If the port out request from Qwest does not match the port in request from AT&T, a conflict will be
set by the NPAC.Both Qwest and AT&T will be notified of the conflict status. AT&T will notify
the CGE&Y of the conflict, who will notify HPC to resolve the conflict with Qwest, After
resolution, HPC will notify CGE&Y to notify AT&T to continue with the provisioning of the LSR.

4.2 Testing

On the due date at the CHC time, Qwest will contact HPC to request permission to start the CHC.
The CGE&Y monitor will observe the discussion that HPC and Qwest have to convert the service.
Qwest calls HPC again and advises HPC that the cut is complete. The CGE&Y monitor will contact
AT&T at [Redacted] to notify them that Qwest has finished porting the loop and to have AT&T
send the subscription version activate message and complete the port in.
AT&T will make test calls on a separate line. After the test calls have been completed, AT&T will
inform HPC/CGE&Y of the status of the test. Ar the conclusion of testing, AT&T will email the
PRF to CGE&Y with Subject Line [Tracking Number - Test Results] and the result of the testing.'
If a successful test call does not occur within one hour and after AT&T having followed normal
internal trouble procedures, (e.g., checking all areas of the AT&T network). AT&T will provide
CGE&Y with a status update. CGE&Y will notify HPC to contact Qwest and follow regular
maintenance and repair procedures. When Qwest reports that the loop is installed, repeat from Step
1.
On the due date at the CHC time, if the Qwest technician does not detect dial tone, HPC will verify
that the technician is testing from the POT bay and not from the MDF. If the Qwest technician
confirms the testing is from the POT bay, HPC will notify the CGE&Y monitor to contact the AT&T
to check the facility. HPC will also verify that the Qwest technician did not cut the customer over
with no dial tone. If the Qwest technician says that the customer was cut over without dial tone, HPC
will instruct the Qwest technician to build the customer back into the Qwest switch, and then will I
notify CGE&Y to contact AT&T to check the facility.
If AT&T reports the facility is clear and translations are correct, HPC will notify Qwest to attempt
the cut again. Z
If the problem cannot be resolved within the same day, HPC will Supp the order to change the due
date to 5 days out and notify CGE&Y of the status of the LSR.

'I
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7. As soon as HPC receives the FOC on the supp'd order, CGE8cY will send a revised PRF, nth in 8
hours, to AT&T with Subject Line '[Tracking Number - LNP New Due Date]' with the new due
date and a remark of 'no dial tone at COLLO'.

8. AT&T will request their tech to verify facilities and translations are correct
9. AT&T will send the PRF via email to CGE&Y prior to the supp due date advising of the results of

the facility and translations verification. v
10. On the supp due date, the HPC will follow the procedure described in step l above for the CHC.
ll. If the Qwest technician still detects no dial tone on the supp date, HPC will request that Qwest issue

a trouble ticket and CGE&Y will advise AT&T to issue a trouble ticket so both technicians can test
jointly at the collocation.

12. When the loop has been cut successfully, AT&T will notify CGE&Y by sending the PRF via email
with Subject Line '[Tracking Number -- Test Results].

13. During the loop-testing interaction, the emailed status will serve to document the steps taken by
CGE&Y and AT&T. In addition, HPC will update the comments on their record of the order with all
testing activities. All parties should be careful to include date, time and description of activities to
properly support data collection for thefinal report.

Note: Any Changes of CFA's will require the due date to be moved out
Zyveeks aNd AT&T notified of the change.

5.0 UNE NP I AT&T NP only]

This section describes the interaction between the participants and identifies when and how communication should
take place.

5.1 Provisioning

Two Business week prior to the anticipated due date of the test case, CGE&Y will email the
QWEST COLLO Spreadsheet.xls to [Redacted] at AT&T [Redacted] . All lines should be
provisioned with toll restriction and 900/976 blocking.

CGE&Y will deliver the order scripts to the Pseudo-CLEC the day prior to the LSR order issue date.
Scripts will include the data required to complete the LSR entry process. If the request is a
coordinated conversion, the frame due time, implication contact and contact number will be
included. .
When the FOC is received CGE&Y will email the PRF within eight hours to [Redacted] at AT&T
[Redacted] . See Figure [format] AT&T with Subject Line '[Tracking Number]  .. LNP FOC'. The
PRF will include the [format] Frame Due Time (FDT) for the Coordinated Hot Cut (CHC) that will
be between 9:30 AM to 4:30 PM MST.
If there is a change to the due date requested on the script when the FOC is received, CGE&Y will
contact AT&T via email with Subject Line '[Tracking Number] - LNP FOC Due Date Change'.
Within 18 hours of the time the FOC is received by HPC, AT&T will send a subscription version
concurred to the National Portability Administration Center (NPAC) to establish the ported number
ownership on the due date. If the 18 hour window expires AT&T will send the subscription version
create, and if there is no concur within 18 hours, AT&T will send an activate. If the activate needs
to be sent prior to the 18 hour time-out AT&T will notify CGE&Y via phone call, followed by an
email, that HPC must ask Qwest to concur. CGE&Y will notify HPC to notify Qwest to concur on
the subscription activate.
If the port out request from Qwest does not match the port in request from AT&T, a conflict will be
set by the NPAC. Both Qwest and AT&T will be notified of the conflict status. AT&T will notify
the CGE&Y of the conflict, who will notify HPC to resolve the conflict with Qwest. After
resolution, HPC will notify CGE&Y to notify AT&T to continue with the provisioning of the LSR.

5.2 Testing

Version 2.0

6.

4.

5.

3.

2.

1.

545

.4



Contact Name Email Phone
CGE&Y

Prima [Redacted [Redacted] [Redacted]

Primary [Redacted [Redacted] [Redacted]

Escalation [Redacted [Redacted] [Redacted]

[Redacted] [Redacted] [Redacted]

AT&T

Primary Redacted [Redacted]

Escalation

HPC

Prima

Escalation Redacted [Redacted]

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

On the due date at the CHC time, the CGE&Y monitor will notify HPC to contact Qwest to convert
the service. When Qwest advises HPC that the cut is complete, the CGE&Y monitor will contact
AT&T {CONTACT NAME} at [Redacted] to notify them that Qwest has finished provisioning the
loop and to have AT&T send the subscription version activate message and complete the port in.
Qwest will call HPC and notify them that they are ready to disconnect their end. Once Qwest
disconnect, Qwest will call HPC and let them know. HPC will then call AT&T to notify them to
activated order. AT&T will then activate TN(S) in NPAC.
AT&T will initiate testing on the ported TN, to ensure the TN has been properly converted. The test
will consist of test calls being made. The test calls should reach an intercept message which states:
"You have reached BTN "(the message will read back the BTN area code first). This number has
been changed to [Redacted]." AT&T will confirm the pop in to CGE&Y by emailing the PRF with
Subject Line '[Track'ing Number -- Test Results] '.
During the conversion of the UNE NP, the emailed status will serve to document the steps taken by
CGE&Y and AT&T. In addition, HPC will update the comments on their record of the order with all
testing activities. All parties should be careful to include date, time and description of activities to
properly support data collection for the final report.

6.0 Recovery of Facilities

At the conclusion of the Functionality Test CGE&Y will disconnect all lines on AT&T facilities. CGE&Y will
notify AT&T via email that Functionality Testing has been concluded and that all facilities are released. AT&T will
port all TNs back to Qwest and verify via an email to CGE&Y

7.0 Contact List
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Appendix G'- Order Test Documents
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F ollozu-up Required

Circuit previouslyDisconnected

Date ------ ------>
Order # ----------»---->

****>c*» -*x**x**>a********>1» ********#*1~**tx» =*x#xxan-» ***» *a****x***a*#=n-*a*a*******x****>1-

Pre SOC LocalLoonTest ( Pas9Fai1) >

Post SOC Local Loop Test ( Pas#FaiI) ------>

Trouble Ticket required (Y /N) I I
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * **

Pre SOC QWE ST FacilityTest (Pasyllail) - - - >

Pre SOC CLEC FacilityTest (Pasyllail) - - >

Post CLECFacility Test (Pass/Fail) ---> I I
Trouble to be timed over toCLEC (Y /N)

Testing Status - - - - - - - - - - - - - ->
In Progress , Hold , Trouble Ticket requ1'red(TT) or Complete

0

Notes:

0
0
0
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UNE-L and UNE-P to UNE-L Order Test Document

Tracking # 0

Circuit Testing Status

A
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DATE

CLEC

ECCKT

PON #

T N #(.Conv. ONU)

ADDR E S S

FDT/TBCC Date ------------>

------------>Time
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C circuit Testing R request Form

QWES T information
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~j/I
5...4... 5~,

A..x.i&.*i

CLEC 0

' - t . 'a*x*,*
.. 0l~ g oF'ON# orr #

m* .r
1

rW

FOC Date 1/0/00

SOC Date 1/0/00

Due Date 01/00/00

TN # ECCKT
,;§», *1~u m

11

CFA 0

CUSTOMER NAME 0

ADDRESS 0

Contact Name 0

Coordinated Hot Cut ..-..-.--.-.>Date1/0/1900 1/0/00

....----...->Time 12:00 AM

OrderData

Tracking #
:Lr*
\  : : '

'WY
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Test Auditor Maintenance ADM

Date of Observation Time of Observation

If Disconnected
Order Status

Disconnect Order #
SOC'd Order

Order In Progress
Circuit Disconnected

Date Disconnected

Coordinated Hot Cut One (1) Hour Pri to Cut
QWEST

LOOP (Verigete)

(-)
LOOP (MLTI

Difference Test Pass/Fail

CLECIs the loop length

Difference > +1000' (YIN)?

I Mai Tone (y/n)

I Recording (Y/N)

I Recording Type

g ANI
I

I

I Dial Tone (Y/N)
Recording (YIN)
Recording Type

ANI
Test Pass/Fail

CLEC

(Vang¢te;

(-)
LOOP (MLTI

Difference

Is the loop length

Difference > +1000' (Y/N)?

(Dead Number,etc.)

ANI (958)

Test Pass/Fail

I

I

I

Test Pass/Fail g

I
| Dial Tone (Y/N)

I
I Recording (Y/N)
I

I Recording Type
I
I
I
I
I CLEC or PB ANI

I
| Test Pass/Fail
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Tracking #
4 =~

Testing information
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CLEC FacilityLocal Loop

+.
.~- ave' 1 .Q r~7~ PT I

. w
X

ow.
11

QI _l'14 'J <1;'"'r"'~:
* ii '

if .
:- »..» isv 1 i - I M  . -

:.*"1 .
l.L.§t .-  1

_ " \ *i l=i. _¢~a¢»
I , , . . . , ,  ** . ,_
1:}.1I '  ' Y  . . .

»
= - . ~ . . , . , , , . . . .

gag
" r n - . . »- . =

|. .Ar
.__ . ~

4 . 4

If Failed, Issue TT Shot! Ob-rvod (YIN)?

Date ' -*'-...~ F -1': :~..1l.<1 _ .=-=.-'=s» -:~=<.-"=;

I

I

I as._/1 'Yes
g >;.

fig. we _-;<1.4 Rx, - -= J
Time ' . *n»

\ ` . _
4

_ »F

If Failed, Issue TT
a 8° 4 4z -

w . . ;
'3v; F  _" aTicket Number#. ».

\

Date . »& , 3 "4
4....

ahTime i f s~- , ».  x  -
. ; n ~»% v : *

I

I
I

I

Providers Trouble
4:

ITlcket Number # "**1?»:1vi:-w ,,I .. . .
. " I  ' l u l l .

8 ? *¢ > l = "w
,4:a..:: 9"

I

I
I

N o t e s :
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F allow-upRequired

C i r c u i t previously Disconnec ted

M t e >
Order #  . -. . _ >

********=r*********xx*******x=*» =r****************#**» **=>**#**» =****#**a=******x*****x****

CHC Start Time - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - >

0: 00CHC co called Time_-_--.-._-_.--..-_----..--._--_> I I
-_.._-----..-. . . . .. . . . . . .--. .----->CHC CO called Time

Trouble Ticketrequired(Y /N)

* * * * * ** * * * * * * * * * ** * * * * * ** * * * * * ** * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** * # * * * * * * * * * * ** * * ** * * * * * * * * * * * * *

CHC co Complete Time -....-.._ _-------------->

>CHC Complete Time - - - - - - - - - - - -

_----->CHC Total Time - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - -

Trouble to be turned over to CLEC (YN

Test ing  Sta tus >
In Rrogress Hold ,. Trouble Ticket requ1'redlTT) or Complete

0: 00

0: 00

0

Notes:
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UNE-L with NP Order Test Document

Tracking # 0

Circuit Testing Status
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Date Order#

CLEC

ECCKT

PON #

TN #(Conv only)

ADDRESS

Coordinated Hot Cut Date

Time
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Circuit Testing Request Form

Tracking #

QWEST Information 1
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Test Auditor 42
89 1.

z
KWV 4

\.> 1?
*IWDate of Observation Time of Observation§4»'4

»w.¢»a .» .4
`-*;'*» *54{'-z¥» e .¢"'" -ay .  , . . . , y

: ; .- §`i.:*4
1 "..=,¢
,..' . 9

HE

a.
J: .

If Disconnected
Order Status

LDisconnect Order # . _
J - ¢  . . J. » q . ;¢.. u ** Q. _ . r . .

1.8 44" ' w t .

SOC'd Order
Order In Progress

Circuit Disconnected
, fa... 4* "' »><'$1 "

4E 19%""*J"" .8
"*» f".¢.*» #"r:*. "

"s 9 `
:  h r .  4.

e
Date Disconnected

. . i n

Coordinated Hot Cut - One (1) Hour Pry to Cut
QwEST

k *g..x\lSTART TIME
_ '4"~18£."'* : .
Fm . . j
~.w; .

q:;v
2211.I Dial Tone (YIN)

8 4 'I Recording (YIN)
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I
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Test Order Scripts

Tracking_Number:

PON:

issue__Date:

Media_Type:

r

WTN1

TN:

Customer_Type:

Customer_name:

Service_Address:

Number Of Lines:

Hunt Type:

Scenario:

CHC_lnformation:

Supplemental_Action:

Remarks:

Cap Gemini Ernst and Young PROPRIETARY - Use Pursuant to Company Instructions

Generated on: Page 1 of ._
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Test Order Scripts

Line:
\

Feature:

PlC:

LPIC:

Directory:

CFA:

CBR:

Activity Request:

Cap Gemini Ernst and Young PROPRIETARY - Use Pursuant to Company Instructions

Generated on: Page 2 of _ *

Version 2.0 563



Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Appendix I .- Letters of Authorization for Residence and Business

Version 2.0 564

\



Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Letter of Authorization
Customer Billing Name:

Customer Billing Telephone Number:

Preferred Directory Listing (circle one): Published Non-Published other:

Secondary Line Telephone Number (if applicable):
(circle one) Convert secondary line install second line install third line

Customer Street Address:

City, State, Zip Code:

Individual authorized to act for customer:

Employer:
X

By signing below, I am authorizing Cap Gemini Ernst & Young (CGE&Y) to order QWEST or another
phone company to install or convert up to two secondary telephone lines onto my premises for up to nine
months, but in any event concluding no later than December 2001, and I further acknowledge and agree
to be bound by, and to comply with, the terms and conditions specified below. All installation,
conversion, disconnection or removal (if applicable) and usage billing related to ARIZONA
CORPORATION COMMISSION (ACC) usage and functionality testing for said lines will be charged to
CGE&Y.

I understand and acknowledge that the test lines installed and/or converted will be secondary lines that may not
be available for use at all times. I agree to hold CGE&Y and all other parties involved in the usage and
functionality testing harmless from any damage or injury related to the installation, removal or non-availability
of the lines related to the ACC usage testing, I acknowledge and agree that CGE&Y may disconnect or
remove such lines or convert such lines back to their original state at any time without notice.

The newly installed lines are to support the testing effort. I understand I will be responsible for conducting the
testing on the test line(s).

I understand the activities surrounding the installation and usage testing iS private and confidential and I agree
not to disclose any information surrounding the installation, usage or testing to anyone other than CGE&Y.

I understand and agree that any usage other than ACC testing usage will be considered unrelated to testing and
will be billed to me personally and that I will be responsible for, and will timely pay, for such usage.

I understand and agree that I will be responsible for performing a limited number of test calls on this test line
(5 to 10 test calls a month) to generate call activity on the test line and I will record the execution and results of
those test calls on the Call Detail Logs provided to me prior to testing. I understand CGE&Y will provide the
specific test calls to be completed on the test line.

understand I will be provided Call Detail Logs to report on test call execution and I will be responsible for
completing the Call Detail Logs on the specified date and returning the Call Detail Logs to CGE&Y in the
postage paid envelope I will receive prior to testing.
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I acknowledge and agree that by allowing for the installation or conversion of the secondary test line or lines,
by performing the test calls, recording the results in the Call Detail Logs, returning such logs to CGE&Y and
all other matters related thereto. I will not be considered an employee of CGE&Y, I will not be entitled to any
salary or benefits accorded to CGE&Y employees. The sole consideration for the installation or conversion of
the secondary line or lines, the making and the recording of the test calls in the Call Detail Logs, returning such
logs and all matters related thereto or hereto shall be $1 .00.

By signing below, I certify I have read, understand and agree with and to all of the provisions and terms and
conditions in this Letter of Authorization. I further certify that I am at least 18 years of age AndI am authorized
to allow telephone installations for service and conversions of existing lines specified by me to the address
listed above.

Please sign and return this Letter of Authorization by (2 weeks from distribution date). If there are any
questions, call one of the numbers below.

Signed Date

Thank you for opening your facility and/or home in order to assist the ACC Sedona Project End User Test
Team in fulfilling our testing requirements,

Return Signed LOA to: Cap Gemini Telecommunications
Attn: SEDONA TEAM

[Redacted]

[Redacted]

[Redacted]

Or FAX to: (480) 736-8505

ACC Sedona Project End User Test Team:

[Redacted]- End User Team Lead

[Redacted]

[Redacted]

1

<
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Letter of Authorization

Customer BusinessBill ing Name:

Customer Business Billing Telephone Number:

Preferred Directory Listing (circle one): Published Non-Pinblished other:

Secondary Line Telephone Number (if applicable):
(circle one) Install new line/s Convert specified line/s

Customer Street Address:

City, State, Zip Code:

Individual authorized to act for customer:

Employer

By signing below, I am authorizing Cap Gemini Ernst & Young (CGE&Y) to order QWEST or another
phone company to install or convert multiple lines as specified onto my premises for up to nine months,
but in any event concluding no later than December 2001, and I further acknowledge and agree to be
bound by, and to comply with, the terms and conditions specified below. All installation, conversion,
disconnection or removal (if applicable) and usage billing related to ARIZONA CORPORATION
COMMISSION (ACC) usage and functionality testing for said lines will be charged to CGE&Y.

I understand and acknowledge that the test lines installed and/or converted will be secondary lines that may not
be available for use at all times. I agree to hold CGE&Y and all other parties involved in the usage and
functionality testing harmless from any damage or injury related to the installation, removal or non-availability
of the lines related to the ACC usage testing. I acknowledge and agree that CGE&Y may disconnect or
remove such lines or convert such lines back to their original state at any time without notice.

The newly installed lines are to support the testing effort. I understand I will not be responsible for conducting
the testing on the test line(s),

I agree not to disclose any information surrounding the installation to anyone other than CGE&Y.

I understand and agree that any usage other than ACC testing usage will be considered unrelated to testing and
will be billed to me personally and that I will be responsible for, and willtimely pay, for such usage.

I acknowledge and agree that by allowing for the installation or conversion of the test line or lines,. I will not
be considered an employee of CGE&Y, I will not be entitled to any salary or benefits accorded to CGE&Y
employees. The sole consideration for the installation or conversion of said lines hereto shall be $1 .00.

By signing below, I certify I have read, understand and agree with and to all of the provisions and terms and
conditions in this Letter of Authorization. I further certify that d I am authorized by my company to allow
telephone installations for service and conversions of existing lines specified by me to the address listed above.

.i
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Please sign and return this Letter of Authorization by (2 weeks from distribution date). If there are any
questions, call one of the numbers below.

Signed Date

Thank you for opening your facility and/or home in order to assist the ACC Sedona Project End User Test
Team in fulfilling our testing requirements.

Return Signed LOA to: Cap Gemini Telecommunications
Attn: SEDONA TEAM

[Redacted]

[Redacted]

[Redacted]

Or FAX to: (480) 736-8505

ACC Sedona Project End User Test Team:

[Redacted]- End User Team Lead

[Redacted]

[Redacted] |

l

1
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Appendix J - Order Execution Process
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1. Data Reconciliation Report

Introduction

In accordance with the Master TeSt Plan (MTP) and Test Standards Document (TSD), Cap
Gemini Telecom Media & Networks U.S., Inc. d/b/a Cap Gemini Ernst & Young
("CGE&Y") based the evaluation of performance measures included in Section 2.5 of the
Functionality Report, on results calculated using adhoc data tiles provided by Qwest.
During the Functionality Test, the Pseudo-CLEC collected test data detailing transactions
associated with the pre-ordering, ordering, provisioning, maintenance and repair (M&R),
and billing of products and services.

The processes and findings of the reconciliation of these two data sources are presented
herein.

The data files supporting this report are contained on a Highly Confidential CD available
from CGE&Y.

Purpose

The data reconciliation effort evaluated the extent to which the data captured in Qwest's
adhoc data files, and used to calculate §271 performance measurement results, accurately
reflected the test transactions executed and the performance observed by the Pseudo-CLEC.
The derivation of Qwest's adhoc data files from Qwest's detail data files was previously
validated in the PMA. The data reconciliation effort differs from the PMA in that it focused
on evaluating the extent to which all transactions as recordable by a CLEC would be
represented in Qwest's source performance measurement data, and vice versa.

Summary of Findings \.

The summary of the finding for the reconciliation report is as follows:

4

al

4

Service Order Completion (SOC) - CGE&Y finds that Qwest's Regional Service Order
Repository (RS OR) adhoc data is accurately including the great Maj rarity of Pseudo-
CLEC completions. Out of over 1659 Pseudo-CLEC completions included in RSOR
and 1673 SOCs received by the Pseudo-CLEC, there were only nine discrepancies.
Moreover, minor problems identified with correctly designating Pseudo-CLEC
completions early on in the test (4 occurrences) have been resolved. CGE&Y finds that
Qwest's RSOR adhoc data Can be relied on going forward for §27l performance

. measurement data processing.
Coordinated Hot Cuts - CGE&Y finds that Qwest adhoc hot cut data included all
coordinated hot cuts tracked during the Functionality Test and accurately reflected the
coordinated hot cut provisioning results observed by CGE&Y, including all relevant
time information necessary for PID calculations. Therefore, CGE&Y finds that Qwest's
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adhoc hot cut data can be re l ied on going forward for §27l performance measurement
data processing.

Firm Order Confirmation (POC) - CGE&Y finds that 96% of 1643 valid FOCs received
by the Pseudo-CLEC were included in CRM and 98.3% of 1606 valid FOC issuances
included in CRM were received by the Pseudo-CLEC. Therefore, CGE&Y finds that
Qwest's adhoc CRM data relating to FOCs can be relied on going forward for §27l
performance measurement data processing based on Qwest's current PID interpretation.

Jeopardies - CGE&Y finds that 2 of 13 eligible jeopardies on completed orders that were
received by the Pseudo-CLEC were not contained in the Qwest adhoc jeopardy data.
Moreover, the Pseudo-CLEC did not receive jeopardy notification for 3 out of the 14
jeopardies on completed orders contained in the Qwest adhoc jeopardy data. However,
CGE&Y finds that the discrepant jeopardies would not change the findings as stated for
PO-8 (advance jeopardy notification) in §2.5. Pseudo-CLEC data were insufficient to
make any parity determination for any product.

Rejects- CGE&Y f inds that Qwest provided al l  303 manual  re jectnoti f ications inc luded
in CRM associated with the functional i ty  test to the Pseudo-CLEC. Because CRM does
not inc lude LSR identify ing infonnation necessamfor matching (e .g . ,  PON), a complete
matching of CRM auto-rejects to rejection notif ications received by the Pseudo-CLEC
was not possible . However, since an early  problem with providing status update
indicators was resolved, CGE&Y finds that the number of assumed auto~ rejects
received by the Pseudo-CLEC and the number of auto-rejects contained in CRM are
reasonably  simi lar. Therefore , CGE&Y f inds that Qwest adhoc CRM data re lating to
rejects can be rel ied on going forward for §271 performance measurement data
processing based on Qwest's current PID interpretation.

M & R - For troubles on non-designed services, 2 out of the 73 troubles (4. 1%) in the
Pseudo-CLEC data were not inc luded in the Qwest MTAS adhoc data. In addition, four
troubles in the Pseudo-CLEC data were in MTAS but were designated as Qwest retai l
troubles. CGE&Y finds that the Pseudo-CLEC data included information for 70 of the
troubles found in MTAS. Theremaining 15 MTAS Pseudo-CLEC troubles were
correctly included in MTAS, but the Pseudo-CLEC would not expect to receive
information on them as the Pseudo-CLEC did not initiate them. For troubles on designed
services, CGE&Y finds there were no discrepancies between Pseudo-CLEC data and
Qwest adhoc WFAC data as 2 of the 20 troubles in the Pseudo~CLEC data were
legitimately not included in the Qwest WFAC data due to pending disconnect orders.
All  18 designed service troubles in Qwest adhoc WFAC data were found in the Pseudo-
CLEC data.

Gateway Availability .- CGE&Y finds that Qwest captured all but one Pseudo-CLEC
observed outage as IT initiated Problem Management Records. However, 3 outages
would be classified as GA-l outages under Qwest's current interpretation of the
definition of "outage", but were not included under interpretation in effect for January
through June 2001. The Pseudo-CLEC did not experience any outages for the IMA-
Electronic Data Interchange (EDI) system.

Bill ing ~CGE&Y finds that Qwest adhoc data correctly reported bil l  transmit dates for al l
months during the Functional ity Test except February. This error was due to an isolated
problem for which Qwest has instituted a f ix. Therefore, CGE&Y finds that Qwest
adhoc data for BI-2 can be rel ied on going forward for §27l performance measurement
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data processing. In addition, CGE&Y finds that Qwest correctly reported adjustments to
Pseudo-CLEC bil ls during the Functionality Test and Qwest adhoc data for BI-3 can be
used going forward for §27l  performance measurement data processing. Final ly ,
CGE&Y finds that Qwest did not accurately report late orders for inclusion in BI-4A.
CGE&Y validated that Qwest instituted a f ix and f inds that Qwest adhoc for BI-4A can
be used going forward for §271 performance measurement data processing.

2. Test Processes and Findings

This section describes the processes used to conduct the data reconcil iation, and the
reconcil iation findings. The scope of this evaluation was to reconcile :

•

•

All notif iers provided by Qwest (i .e ., FOCs, SOCs, Rejects, and Jeopardies),
M&R transactions based on status update e-mails provided by Qwest to the Pseudo-
CLEC;

Qwest adhoc billing data to information received through the electronic bill provided to
the Pseudo-CLEC, and

Gateway avai labi l i ty  based on outages experienced by the Pseudo-CLEC during the
Functionality Test compared to those reported by Qwest during the same time period.

2.1 Service Order Completions

2.1.1 Introduction
The reconciliation of completion notifications validated whether Qwest
provided the Pseudo-CLEC with a SOC for each completion record in Qwest's
RSOR adhoc data file. In addition, the reconciliation effort validated whether
all completed Pseudo-CLEC service orders for which notification was received
from Qwest were included as completions in RSOR for §27l measurement
processing.

2.1.2 Process

In order to compare reported service order completions, data sets were
constructed detail ing completions during the Functionality Test period for both
Qwest and the Pseudo-CLEC. Qwest RSOR data f i les for December 2000
through August 2001 were combined to provide a complete detai l  of al l  Qwest
recorded service order completions during the Functionality Test period.
Records were then restricted to Pseudo-CLEC completions for comparison
purposes. Pseudo-CLEC captured functional i ty  data for al l  transactions were
assembled to construct a table of al l  SOCs received during the Functionality
Test period.

For each data set, al l  completions not associated with the Functionality Test
were removed to perform this evaluation. This included completions associated
with the Retai l  Pari ty  Evaluation and staging orders. Reconci led completions

67 CGE&Y Archive File; Data Reconciliation Report #1 - RSOR_Cornpletions and Pseudo-cLEC SOCs.
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were iiuther restricted to only those orders which were submitted on or after
December 21, 2000 (the beginning of the Functionality Test) and before July l,
2001 (the end of the Functionality test).

Where possible, the matchingof records in each data set was made on the
service order number. CGE&Y also verified whether the completion date
recorded in the SOC matched the completion date recorded in RSOR. hi cases
where the Pseudo-CLEC data did not contain a service order number, matching
was made possible by using other common fields in the two data sets, e.g., PON
and completion date.

2.1.3 Results

The removal of service order completions for orders not associated with or not
submitted during the Functionality Test reduced the number of Qwest reported
completions in RSOR to 1,659 Pseudo-CLEC completions, the removal of
SOCs for orders not associated with or not submitted during the Functionality
Test, SOC cancels, and duplicate SOCs from the Pseudo-CLEC data reduced the
number of Pseudo-CLEC received SOCs to 1,677.

Initially, there were 1,647 SOCs that were identified in both RSOR and Pseudo-
CLEC data. This constitutes 99 percent of the completions reported in RSOR
and 98 percent of the SOCs received by the Pseudo-CLEC. However, of the
1,677 SOCs received by the Pseudo-CLEC, 30 were not represented in Qwest
RSOR data. These 30 orders were the subject ofl AzIwo1200. CGE&Y
accepted Qwest's response that 6 of these 30 orders were cancelled and would
not be included in RSOR. The removal of these 6 orders from consideration
lowered the Pseudo-CLEC received SOCs total to 1671, Qwest classified an
additional order as cancelled, however the Pseudo~CLEC received a valid SOC
notification for this order. Qwest explained that a manual error caused a SOC
notification to be sent on a cancelled order. CGE&Y has accepted this
explanation. An additional three orders were part of a manual clean up
associated with AZIWOl045 described in Qwest's First Supplemental Response
(12/05/01) to AzIwol200. These orders should have been included in RSOR.
However, CGE&Y finds that this problem is not significant, as it occurred in
only 3 out of over 1600 completions during the Functionality Test. In its
response to AzIwol200, Qwest stated that the remaining 20 outstanding
completions were in fact included in RSOR. However, the RSOR records for 19
of these completions were identified as Qwest Retail orders and the remaining
completion was identified as another commercial CLEC order. CGE&Y accepts
Qwest's explanation that 15 of the orders properly designated Qwest as the
CLEC ID. However, CGE&Y finds that the Pseudo-CLEC should not have
received a SOC notification for these orders that were classified as Retail. For
each of the remaining 5 orders, Qwest indicated that they were incorrectly
designated as Retail or another CLEC due to manual errors. CGE&Y accepts
Qwest's explanation and finds that Qwest's process improvements have
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successful ly addressed this issue as there were no additional occurrences of this
type of  problem after March 2001. Therefore , AZIW01200 was c losed.

Of the 1,659 completions reported in RSOR, 12 were not included in the
Pseudo-CLEC data. Of these , 2 orders were disconnects associated with new
installations for unbundled products, but the Pseudo-CLEC did not receive a
SOC for the 2 orders, they are , however, accurate ly  reported in RSOR. The
issue  of  Qwest not sending SOCs was discussed in AZIW01045. The 10
remaining orders were  the  subject of  AZIWO120l .  CGE&Y accepted Qwest 's
response  to Azlwol201 that the  Pseudo-CLEC would not rece ive  SOCs for 6
of these orders, CGE&Y also agreed with Qwest that SOC notif ications were
received for 2 of the 10 completions. These completions were for orders with
the same PON as previously matched completions. Due to the nature of the
Pseudo-CLEC data recording, in some cases the Pseudo-CLEC recorded
simultaneous SOCs on different order numbers for the same PON only once.
The inclusion of these additional completions raises the number of Pseudo-
CLEC rece ived SOCs to 1673. CGE&Y accepted Qwest's explanation that due
to a manual error one completion notice was sent for the wrong order number,
and due to there being only l  occurrence of this type of error, CGE&Y is
satisf ied that no problem systemic issue exists. Final ly , in the case of 1 RSOR
completion, CGE&Y does not agree with Qwest's contention that the Pseudo-
CLEC received a SOC. However, since there is only one discrepancy for over
1600 SOCs during the Functional ity Test, CGE&Y finds that this discrepancy be
i g nor e d  a nd  Az l w o l 2 0 l  c l o s e d .

The Final results for the reconcil iation of RSOR and Pseudo-CLEC captured
data are summarized in the fol lowing diagram:
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>

As explained above, for the 4 unmatched Pseudo-CLEC received SOCs, Qwest
has classified 1 as cancelled. The remaining 3 completions were part of a
manual clean-up and not included in RSOR. These orders should have been
included in RSOR. Of the 19 completions for which the Pseudo-CLEC
received a SOC but were designated as Qwest Retail in RSOR, 15 were
appropriately designated as such. For the remaining 4 Qwest Retail designated
completions and the one completion designated as another CLEC, these
completions were misclassified due to manual errors by Qwest. For the 10
unmatched completions included in RSOR, 2 were Pseudo-CLEC disconnects
for which a SOC was not received, 6 were completions for which the Pseudo-
CLEC would notreceive a SOC, l SOC was not received due to a manual error,
and for the remaining SOC, CGE&Y disagrees with Qwest's contention that it
was sent to the Pseudo-CLEC. With the exception of the misidentification of
Pseudo-CLEC completions as Retail or another CLEC, CGE&Y finds
agreement for greater than 99% of Pseudo-CLEC SOC data and Qwest's adhoc
RSOR data. CGE&Y finds that for each matching SOC, the completion date
recorded in the Pseudo-CLEC and Qwest's adhoc RSOR data matched.

2.2 Coordinated Hot Cuts

/

2.2.1 Introduction
The coordinated "hot cut" reconciliation compared coordinated "hot cuts"
included in Qwest's adhoc hot cut data to hot cuts tracked by CGE&Y during

Version 3.0 8
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the Functionality Test. The reconcil iation of Qwest adhoc hot cut data verif ied
whether: (1) al l  hot cuts observed by the Pseudo-CLEC were included as hot
cuts in Qwest's adhoc data, and (2) Qwest adhoc data elements necessary for the
calculation of hot cut performance measures matched the data observed by
CGE&Y.

2.2.2 Process

Qwest's adhoc hot cut files for each month from December 2000 through July
2001 were combined and restricted to Pseudo-CLEC generated Functionality
Test orders. Data detailing hot cuts observed by CGE&Y during the
Functionality Test were similarly combined.

Performance Measurements OP-7 and OP-13 relate to coordinated hot cuts. The
fol lowing data elements, necessary for the calculation of these measures, were
compared: l ift time, completion time, order due time, and CLEC approval .

2.2.3 Results
Qwest adhoc hot cut data included 17 Pseudo-CLEC coordinated hot cuts during
the Functionality Test. CGE&Y tracked 20 coordinated hot cuts. The Qwest
adhochot cut data included 4 coordinated hot cuts that were not tracked by
CGE&Y. CGE&Y determined that the Pseudo-CLEC elected to check the
"CHC" (Coordinated Hot Cut) box on the LSR, however, these orders were not
originally designed to be coordinated hot cuts and were not tracked by CGE&Y.
There were 7 orders that CGE&Y tracked as coordinated hot cuts that were not
included in the Qwest adhoc data; CGE&Y determined that the "CHC" box
was not checked on the LSR for these orders, and thus Qwest did not provision
them as coordinated hot cuts. These 7 orders were appropriately not included in
Qwest's adhoc data.

For the 13 coordinated hot cuts that were included in each data source, there was
100% agreement on order due time. CGE&Y notes that the times recorded for
the Coordinated hot cuts would not be expected t o  m a t c h Qwest 's adhoc data
exactly  as they are not measuring the same activi ty . CGE&Y's recorded start
time indicates when Qwest cal led to initiate the hot cut. The start time in
Qwest's adhoc data is the actual  l i f t time of the loop. CGE&Y's stop time was
the time the participating CLEC notif ied CGE&Y that the loop tested ok. The
completion time in Qwest's adhoc data is the time that Qwest has notif ied the
CLEC work has been completed. The start times for 12 of the 13 coordinated
hot cuts recorded by CGE&Y were within 15 minutes of the l ift time reported in
Qwest's adhoc data. The remaining hot cut was started within 20 minutes of the
time recorded by CGE&Y. There were 4 coordinated hot cuts that were
performed before the frame due time. In each of these cases, the loop was "cut
early" with CGE&Y's approval .  Al l  13 coordinated hot cuts were completed
within l  hour of the frame due time where no CLEC caused delay existed in
both data sources.
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2.3 Firm Order Confirmations

2.3.1 Introduction
The FOC data reconciliation compared FOCs provided by Qwest to the Pseudo-
CLEC with Qwest's adhoc Customer Record Manager (CRM) table to
determine whether; (l) notifications were provided to the Pseudo-CLEC for all
Local Service Request (LSR)-related transmissions which Qwest considers to be
issuance of a FOC, and (2) FCC notifications provided by Qwest to the Pseudo-
CLEC were included as FOC issuances in Qwest's data processing for §27 l
measurement reporting.

2.3.2 Process

Qwest's adhoc CRM files for each month from December 2000 through August
2001 were combined and restricted to Pseudo-CLEC-generated Functionality
Test orders with a status of "Issued POC" received since the Functionality Test
began. FOCs received by the Pseudo-CLEC and transmitted to CGE&Y were
similarly restricted68.

Qwest CRM data does not capture the Pseudo-CLEC version number attached to
Purchase Order Numbers (PONs) in its LSRs69. Therefore, matching was
perfonned using dateftime stamps in addition to PONs. Qwest's status date-
time was used, but was modified for the reconciliation process by subtracting
one hour for dates on or after Sunday, April 1, 2001 to convert the field from
Mountain Daylight Time (which is appropriate for Denver, where Qwest's 14-
state regional data processing takes place) to Mountain Standard Time (which is
applicable in the State of Arizona), so that it would more closely match the data
gathered by the Pseudo-CLEC .

The Pseudo-CLEC frequently submitted LSRs several times using the same
PON with different version numbers, and Qwest returned FOCs for each LSR.
These are valid FOCs. However, in some cases, Qwest returns multiple FOCs
for the same PON and version number to either change the due date or send
comments to the CLEC (Chatter FOCs). These transmissions are not valid
FOCs and only the first POC received should be counted. In most cases, these
two possibilities are indistinguishable to the CLEC without carefully reading all
remarks on the FOC and viewing them in context of everything else known
about the LSR and its status at the time. In addition, a FOC notifications was
often stored multiple times in the Pseudo-CLEC data due to it having been
either stored in multiple locations or sent multiple times at CGE&Y's request to
ensure that all Pseudo-CLEC FOCs were received by CGE&Y. Therefore, all
FOCs for the same PON with an identical date-time stamp in the Pseudo-CLEC
data were considered duplicates. However, it remains a possibility that an

ea CGE&Y Archive File: Data Reconciliation Report #2 - EDI_Extended, hpc_-adh-_crm-l22l_083la, Org-I-IPC, parse-foc.
69 Qwest did capture the Pseudo-CLEC-submitted version number in MA, as evidenced by Qwest's confidential attachment to its response to
AzIwol204, however this version number is not carried over to Qwest's adhoc CRM table. Instead, CRM contains a Qwest-generated version
number, which cannot be used to match the Pseudo-CLEC version number. While this complicated the reconciliation effort, it is not a
measurement deficiency, as Qwest can distinguish between different versions of the same PON. The IWO was closed.
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identical FOC could be recorded multiple times in the Pseudo-CLEC data but
with different date-time stamps. This might occur due to the Pseudo-CLEC
having stated its preference to receive a FOC by both fax and email , or both fax
and EDI.

In matching the FOCs recorded in the Pseudo-CLEC data and reported in CRM,
date-time stamps cannot be expected to match perfectly between the Pseudo-
CLEC's and Qwest 's di f ferent systems. The c locks on the  systems involved
may not always be synchronized, especial ly  when tracking different events (e .g.,
Qwest's decision to send a FOC vs. the Pseudo-CLEC's receipt of a FOC).

These considerations make it infeasible to accurately distinguish FOCs resulting
from Qwest's transmission of multiple FOCs for the same PON from identical
POC notif ications being stored multiple times, and to accurately match the same
FOC event across different data sources.

Therefore, in order to provide a reasonable approximate reconciliation, CGE&Y
made the following assumption:

Assumption: All FOC records occurring for the same PON within fve minutes
are duplicates of the same FOC event.

r

Using this assumption, CGE&Y matched the Pseudo-CLEC FOC data with the
Qwest CRM data, using PON, date and hour of FOC transmission/receipt as key
f ie lds. If  CGE&Y determined a satisfactory explanation for why a FOC was
received more than 5 minutes after it was recorded by Qwest as being sent, the
FOCs are considered to have been reconciled.

r

2.3.3 Results

The reconcil iation results are presented in two phases. First, CGE&Y presents a
PON-level reconcil iation, determining whether al l  LSRs for which the Pseudo-
CLEC received a FOC were included in the Qwest CRM data for §271
measurement processing, and vice versa. Subsequently , CGE&Y presents a
POC-level reconcil iation, determining whether FOCs received by the Pseudo-
CLEC were found within f ive minutes as FOCs included in CRM, and vice
versa. The implications of the different results are then presented.

(a) PON-level Reconciliation:

There are 1,559 unique PONs that received a FOC in the Pseudo-CLEC data.
There are 1,537 unique PONs reported in CRM for which a FOC was issued.
There are 1,528 PONs common to both Pseudo-CLEC and CRM data.
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CGE&Y issued AZIWOIZOZ because the Pseudo-CLEC data included 35 PONs
that were not identif ied as FOCs in CRM. Qwest responded that 24 of these
LSRs were re jected in error. When i t discovered the LSR was re jected in error,
Qwest placed these LSRs back into processing without an additional
supplement.  Subsequently ,  Qwest i ssued a FOC. However ,  Qwest 's
performance measurement data processing excludes from CRM al l  notif ications
after a re ject status. While  CGE&Y accepts this explanation for why these
FOCs are not in CRM, CGE&Y disagrees with their exclusion from the
performance measurement consideration and recommends that such FOCs be
included. CGE&Y also considers their inclusion in the Reject measurements
incorrect and, in i ts Performance Acceptance Certi f icate  for AzIwol202, refers
the question of whether these LSRs with a proper FOC after an incorrect Reject
should be counted in the POC measurements or in the Reject measurements to
the TAG for further PID clarification.

Qwest responded that 4 PONs were associated with cancel  supplemental  LSRs
and no FOCs were sent. CGE&Y has verif ied that the FOC notif ication it
received indicated that the Order was being cancelled. Qwest responded that for
5 PONs, MA shows a record of the POC being generated, and CRM does not
show corresponding information. According to Qwest, this si tuation was
identif ied this summer and underwent an effort to get the databases back in sync
and made system corrections. Qwest notes that these 5 PONs occurred prior to
the f ix dates. CGE&Y finds that due to the low numbers of this type of
problem, and Qwest's assertion that it has been monitoring the situation and is
not aware of any re-occurrences that this fix does not need to be retested.

Qwest also provided the fol lowing explanation as to why 2 FOCs were not
inc luded in CRM: -

"Two PONs received a supplemental request before the original request
was processed. When a supplement is received on a PON, the original
LSR is placed in an inactive status and CRM expects to receive status
updates on the supplemental request. The centers incorrectly issued the
FOC against the original LSR instead of sending the FOC on the
Supplemental  request. When this happens, CRM does not recognize the
FOC being issued on the original request, therefore, not showing the FOC
in the CRM ad-hoc report. The incorrect FOCs have been addressed in
subsequent training/issuance of MCCs."

CGE&Y accepts Qwest's explanation for the omission of these 2 FOCs from
CRM. Moreover, CGE&Y finds Qwest's proposed fix sufficient and that due to
the low number of occurrences of this problem retesting is not required.
However, due to the first issue of the 24 incorrectly rejected LSRs being
inadvertently excluded from the PO-5 PID measurement, AZIW01202 was
closed pending TAG discussions on the measure.

n
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CGE&Y issued AZIWOl203 because CRM included 10 PONs for which FOCs
were issued that did not appear in the Pseudo-CLEC data as a POC. CGE&Y
found that the Pseudo-CLEC's email server was down when all four of the
IMA/GUI FOCs were purportedly sent. Due to the low incidence of the
remaining 6 EDI FOCs not received, CGE&Y has closed AZIWOl203 .

These results are summarized in the following diagram:

(b) FOC-level Reconciliation :

CGE&Y repeatedly attempted to reconcile whether all necessary notifiers had
been received. In doing so, CGE&Y requested repeated overlapping shipments
of data from the Pseudo-CLEC. This was to ensure that all notifiers received by
the Pseudo-CLEC were transmitted to CGE&Y. The resulting duplicate
recordings o identical FOCs was entirely an artifact of the process used by
CGE&Y and was not due to Qwest. Using the assumption that all FOCs
occurring for the same PON within 5 minutes are duplicates, only 2,021 unique
FOC transmissions were received.

i
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Qwest's CRM table includes 1,657 FOCs issued to the Pseudo-CLEC during the
Functionality Test. Of these, 45 were definite duplicate copies of other records,
having identical  "Issued POC" status time for the same PON. This leaves 1612
unique FOCs.
For each CRM FOC, the Pseudo-CLEC received FOC with the same PON
closest in time on the same day was identif ied. There were 1539 CRM FOCs
found within 5 minutes of the nearest Pseudo-CLEC FOC. An additional  6 were
found between 57 and 63 minutes from the nearest Pseudo-CLEC received FOC.
These were considered to be matches with an error due to Dayl ight Savings
Time (D S T ) recording. An additional  22 CRM FOCs matched on PON but not
on the same day. Another 39 CRM FOCs did not ini tial ly  have a matching PON
in the Pseudo-CLEC data. Upon subsequent research, i t was determined that 29
of these were due to misrecording of the PON by the Pseudo-CLEC, and these
did match on time. (The remaining 10 were previously reported in
AZ I W0 1 2 0 3 ) .  I WO  As1 w o l 2 0 3  w a s  c l o s e d .

The number of FOCs common to both CRM and Pseudo-CLEC data was 1,578.
Of the 1,612 CRM FOCs, 34 were not in the Pseudo-CLEC data. Of the 2,021
Pseudo-CLEC FOCs, 443 were not in the adhoc CRM data.

These results are summarized in the fol lowing diagram:

a
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The results then appear to indicate a substantial  discrepancy between FOCs
reported by the Pseudo-CLEC and by Qwest, in that at least 23 percent (447 out
of2,02l ) of  the FOCs reported by the Pseudo-CLEC are  not in CRM. However,
this result is primari ly due to Qwest's transmission of multiple FOCs for a LSR
that are not al l  val id FOCs for measurement calculation purposes, i .e ., "Chatter
FOCs." See  AZIW02115 for  example ,  which was re tested.  Qwest exc luded
these FOCs from its CRM table, however, the Pseudo-CLEC did not.

In comparing the results of the PON-level and the FOC-level reconcil iation's,
CGE&Y found that the reduction in POC discrepancies from 443 in the FOC-
level reconcil iation to 31 in the PON-level reconcil iation demonstrates that the
vast majority of FOCs received by the Pseudo-CLEC that were not recorded in
CRM were "Chatter FOCs." These 31 PONs were associated with 34 different
FOCs in the Pseudo-CLEC data and are included in 443 FOCs that did not
match CRM in the FOC-level  reconci l iation. For these 34 FOCs, there must be
at least one FOC for each of the 31 PONs that is not a Chatter FOC. Each of the
31 PONs found in the Pseudo-CLEC data that did not match CRM in the PON-
level  reconci l iation had one FOC which was not a Chatter FOC. The increase
from 10 PONs reported in CRM that were not found in the Pseudo-CLEC data
in the PON-level reconcil iation to the 46 CRM FOCs that were not found in the
Pseudo-CLEC data in the FOC-level reconcil iation, indicates that there were a
corresponding 34 FOCs in the Pseudo-CLEC that were not Chatter FOCs. Thus
65 (31+34) of the 443 FOCs in the Pseudo-CLEC data did not match CRM and
are not Chatter FOCs. Therefore, CGE&Y estimates that the number of
"Chatter FOCs" is 378 (443 - 65). CGE&Y submitted 443 Chatter FOC
candidates as a supplement to AZIW02115.

Of the 65 FOCs in the Pseudo-CLEC data determined not to be Chatter FOCs,
31 were not inc luded in CRM (as noted previously  in AZIW01202). For the
remaining 34 FOCs, CRM included FOCs for the same PONs but the reported
FOC time in CRM differed by more than 5 minutes from when the FOC was
received by the Pseudo-CLEC. In 10 cases no FOC for the PON was received
by the Pseudo-CLEC at al l  (AZIW01203 in the UPON-reconcil iation above). In
18 of these cases the CRM FOC was on a different day than the nearest Pseudo-
CLEC FOC, in 6 cases they were on the same day, but differed in time by more
than 5 minutes and an amount not near a 1 hr DST correction.These 34 FOCs
received by the Pseudo-CLEC nearest to the CRM-recorded issuance are the
subjec t of  AzIwol204, which i s concerned wi th why CRM does not contain a
record of issuing a FOC within 5 minutes of when the Pseudo-CLEC received
one.

CGE&Y submitted AZIW01205 regarding the 34 FOC issuances recorded in
CRM for which no FOCs were received by the Pseudo-CLEC within 5 minutes
of the CRM FOC issuance time for that PON.. Here the concern is why the
Pseudo-CLEC did not receive a FOC within 5 minutes of when one was issued
by Qwest as recorded in CRM.

i
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/

While AZIOW1204 and AZIWOl205 are based on the same matching
discrepancy, they are both needed to allow for the possibility that the closest
Pseudo-CLEC received FOC may be a different FOC-event from the CRM-
issued FOC. In this case, AZIWOl204 is concerned with why the Pseudo-
CLEC received FOC is not recorded in CRM, and Azlwol205 is concerned
with why the "official" FOC was not received by the Pseudo-CLEC.

In response to these IWis, Qwest has acknowledged that the FOC date and time
recorded in CRM for 5 of the LSRs was incorrect, and that one of the CRM
records was incorrect as no FOC was sent. There were 15 FOCs not received by
the Pseudo-CLEC, the majority of these in January, when the Pseudo-CLEC
experienced mail server problems. Ten EDI FOCs were received within a few
hours or early the next morning. The delays in receiving these FOCs are
considered due to EDI gateway or router outages. Three FOCs were recorded as
being received about 5 weeks after they were sent. CGE&Y considers that the
FOC received date is recorded based on a resend of a previously sent FOC.
(Twelve FOCs initially included in this IWO were actually received by the
Pseudo-CLEC but filtered out of the data sent to CGE&Y due to an invalid
tracking number). Due to the low incidence of these problems and Qwest's
efforts to fix them, CGE&Y has closed AZIWOIZO4 and Az1w01205.

In conclusion, ignoring Chatter FOCs, 96.0% of FOCs received by the Pseudo-
CLEC (1578 / (65+l578)) were included in CRM as issued within five minutes
of the time received by the Pseudo-CLEC or with an otherwise explainable
delay, 98.3% of valid CRM FOC issuances (1578 / 1606) were received by the
Pseudo-CLEC within live minutes of the time the FOC-issuance was indicated
in CRM or with an otherwise explainable delay. As described in detail above,
most of the remaining discrepancies are either due to email server outages, EDI
outages, occasional manual errors on Qwest's part regarding which Qwest has
instituted process improvements to prevent these from reoccurring, and a PID
interpretation issue whose resolution is left to the TAG. CGE&Y therefore finds
that Qwest's adhoc CRM data relating to FOCs can be relied on going forward
for §27l performance measurement data processing based on Qwest's current
PID interpretation.

. *

2.4 Jeopardies

2.4.1 Introduction

The jeopardy data reconciliation compared jeopardy notifications provided by
Qwest to the Pseudo-CLEC with Qwest's adhoc jeopardy table to determine
whether: (1) jeopardy notifications to the Pseudo-CLEC were provided for
orders which Qwest considered to be jeopardies, and (2) jeopardy notifications
provided by Qwest to the Pseudo-CLEC were included as jeopardies in Qwest's
data processing for §271 measurement reporting.
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2.4.2 P r oc e s s

The Qwest adhoc jeopardy files for each month from December 2000 through
August 2001 were combined and restricted to Pseudo-CLEC records only. The
Qwest adhoc jeopardy file, by design, contained a record for each completed
order for which the commitment was missed and/or for which a jeopardy
notification was provided. Since many of these records were for missed
commitments where no jeopardy notification was provided, these were
eliminated, producing a table of adhoc jeopardies.

.F

A table was built of all notifications received by the Pseudo-CLEC which were
indicated to have a jeopardy transaction type. In addition, status update
transactions with an order status indicating a jeopardy were also considered as
jeopardy notifications provided to the Pseudo-CLEC. This list of jeopardy
notifications was matched against all LSRs receiving SOCs, to restrict
consideration to only those jeopardy notifications received by the Pseudo-CLEC
which were on orders for which the Pseudo-CLEC received completion
notification.

As the adhoc jeopardy table is based on order number, and the Pseudo-CLEC
data are based on PON, a table was built containing all order numbers known to
be generated from each LSR to enable matching of the two data sets.

2.4.3 Results

The Qwest adhoc jeopardy file contained 17 jeopardies on orders registered in
RSOR as completed. PONs were found for 17 of the orders. Two of these were
associated with non-Functionality Test PONs and were excluded from this
reconciliation. No jeopardy notification was sent for one of these orders. In its
response to AZIW01039, Qwest explained that this order was included in RTT
due to an internal tracking of a condition that diderot require a jeopardy.

Among the Pseudo-CLEC data, there were 20 unique LSRs which received
jeopardy notifications. There were 3 additional orders which received status
updates with an order status of "Jeopardy", "JEPC 01 DD" and "JEPC 03 DD."
Eleven of the 23 LSRs received SOCs.

Eleven jeopardies were common to both the adhoc data and the jeopardy
notifications identified by the Pseudo-CLEC. Six jeopardies in Qwest's adhoc
data were not identified in the Pseudo-CLEC data. Of these, five were PO-8
eligible and one was PO-9 eligible.

Five jeopardy notifications received by the Pseudo-CLEC were not included in
Qwest's adhoc jeopardy file, all were Functionality Test PONs. These exhibited
the following event descriptions and error messages:

H

• No Access

70 CGE&Y Archive

V e r s i o n  3 . 0

File: Data Reconciliation Report #2 .- hpc_adh_jeopl221_080l
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•

•

Due date change for F1 facil ities construction
Constnlction Job in Progress

These results are summarized in the fol lowing diagram:

Of the 14 jeopardies received by the Pseudo-CLEC, 5 Were not present in
Qwest's adhoc data and were thus not considered by Qwest in their performance
measurement data processing. That they were not was the subject of
AZIW01199. Qwest responded, indicating that jeopardies due to a Customer-
Not-Ready condition would not be included in Qwest's Regional  Tracking Tool
and hence may or may not appear in Qwest's adhoc jeopardy table , depending
on whether the due date was missed. This is not of concern, as records of
jeopardies due to Customer-Not-Ready conditions are excluded from the
jeopardy measures. This satisfactori ly  explains 3 of the 5 jeopardies not
included (as jeopardies) in the adhoc jeopardies table. For one of the two
remaining jeopardies, CGE&Y finds the reason for missing the original  due date
that caused the jeopardy was not attributable to Customer-Not-Ready. For the
remaining jeopardy, Qwest responded that a manual error was responsible for
mistakenly  keeping the jeopardy out of  RTT. Qwest indicated i t i s taking
measures to improve the process which al lowed for "improper format of
notations" which led to this error. Based on this information AZIWOI199 was
closed.

In addition, for 5 of the 14 jeopardies in Qwest's adhoc data, no jeopardy
notif ication was received by the Pseudo-CLEC. This was the topic of
AZIW01039. Qwest explained that due to a manual  error, a jeopardy
notification was not sent for one of the 5 jeopardies included in the Qwest adhoc
data. Qwest augmented its jeopardy notification process on 10/16/01, adding a
follow-up step to ensure that jeopardy notif ications are sent when the RTT flag
has been set, According to Qwest, i t is developing a process to automate the
transmittal and recording of jeopardy notif ications, and expects this process to
be in place by 2Q 2002. The automated process wil l  al low for e lectronic
jeopardy notif ication via MA and EDI., therefore e l iminating the possibi l i ty  of
error inherent in manual  processing. CGE&Y acknowledged that the Pseudo-
CLEC received email  jeopardy notif ications for 2 of the 5 jeopardies in the
Qwest adhoc  data .  This add s  2  t o the Pseudo-CLEC total .  This leaves 2
jeopardy notif ications that Qwest claims to have sent to the Pseudo-CLEC,
which claims not to have any record of their receipt. However, Qwest provided
copies of the faxed jeopardy notif ications, and CGE&Y considers this evidence
of provision of jeopardy notif ication. CGE&Y accepts Qwest's response and
finds jeopardy notices are handled correctly . IWO 1039 was c losed.

i
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2.5 Rejects

2.5.1 Introduction
The reconciliation of rejects compared rejects identified in Qwest's adhoc CRM
data file to rejects found in the Pseudo-CLEC data.

2.5.2 Process

The Qwest adhoc CRM data tiles for each month from December 2000 through
August 2001 were combined and restricted to Pseudo-CLEC rejects only. Auto-
rejects were identified as those reject records in CRM that originated from the
Business Process Layer (BPL) data. All other rejects in CRM were manual
rejects. It was not possible to identify in the Pseudo-CLEC data whether an
LSR was rejected manually or automatically. Due to the lack of identifying data
for auto-rejeCts in Qwest's adhoc CRM file, auto-rejects reported by Qwest
could not be uniquely matched to rejects in the Pseudo-CLEC data. The only
data available in CRM for auto-rejects were Status, CLEC ID, Source, First
Status Date (SDATE), Last Status Date (LDATE), Reject Flag, Product Type,
and Flow-through. These data fields are sufficient to match individually
rejected LSRs. Therefore, nothing other than a count of the auto-rej et records
was available for analysis71.

1

71 CGE&Y Archive File: Data Reconciliation Report #2 -EDI_Extended, hpc__adh_cm1__I221_083la, Org_HPC, parse_rej .
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Duplicate rejects in the Pseudo-CLEC data were removed based on the
fol lowing cri teria: re jects with identical  PONs and date-time values were
considered duplicate rejects.

Manual rejects in Qwest data were matched to Pseudo-CLEC rejects based on
PON and the date-time stamp. The same PON can appear multiple times and
the date-time value is measured as year, month, day, hour, minute and second.
Records that matched exactly on PON were considered a match if  the date-time
value was within f ive minutes. This f ive-minute window al lowed for
differences in c lock setting between the Pseudo-CLEC and Qwest. Pseudo-
CLEC identihedrejects that did not match Qwest-reported manual re jects were
considered auto-rej acts, and the count of these was compared with a count of the
automated rejects identif ied in the Qwest CRM fi le .

2.5.3 Re su l t s

After removal of duplicate records from CRM, there remained 310 manual
rejects and 2,468 auto-rejects. The Pseudo-CLEC data consisted of 1,747
records with no means of differentiating between manual and auto-rejects.

Of the 310 manual rejects from CRM, 284 were matched to a reject record in the
Pseudo-CLEC data. Thus, 26 manual  re jects reported in CRM were not also
identi f ied in the  Pseudo-CLEC data.  CGE&Y issued AZIWOl2l0 detai l ing
these 26 manual rejects not found in Pseudo-CLEC data. It is unknown if  any
other rejects identif ied in the Pseudo-CLEC data were rejected manually .
Qwest's research indicates that al l  reject notif ications were sent, however,
Qwest did not find 9 of these in either its EDI translator or GUI tracking
database. CGE&Y performed further research to determine that 7 of these 26
were not related to the Functionality test, and in 6 other cases it seems that a
time zone and/or AM/PM recording issue prevented the Pseudo-CLEC and
Qwest reject notif ication records' times from being reasonably close. Of the
remaining 13 cases, the Pseudo-CLEC was able to use Qwest's screen shots to
determine that they had indeed received 5 of these reject notif ications. In one f
case the Pseudo-CLEC's emai l  sewer was known to be down due to a move at
the time the reject notif ication was sent. This leaves 7 notif ications for manual
rejects regarding which Qwest claims to have sent the notif ication and the
Pseudo-CLEC claims not to have any record of its receipt. However, Qwest
provided screen shots indicate that Qwest rejected the outstanding seven LSRs
and at least scheduled them for immediate notif ication to the Pseudo-CLEC.
CGE8cY considers this evidence close enough to the definition of provision of
notification of rejection, and the small number of rejects not actually received
can be chalked up to email or other non-Qwest fai lures.

L

9

)

Each of the remaining 1,463 reject records in the Pseudo-CLEC fi le was
assumed to be associated with one of the auto-reject records in CRM. This left
1005 auto-reject records in CRM (out of 2,468) that are unaccounted for in the
Pseudo-CLEC data. Early in the test, the status update indicator was not
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provided to the Pseudo-CLEC. Therefore, Pseudo-CLEC data did not include
al l  auto-rejects sent by Qwest, which helps in understanding the large portion of
CRM auto-rejects (1005 out of 2468, which equals 40.7%) not found in the
Pseudo-CLEC data. When this analysis was performed by restr ic ting to LSRs
rejected in May or June, there were 351 auto-re jects in CRM. There were 394
Pseudo-CLEC rejects during the same time period that could not be matched
with a manual re ject in CRM and were therefore assumed to be auto-rejects. For
the two month period, May and June 2001, only 10.9% of the Pseudo-CLEC
auto rejects were not accounted for in CRM. The decrease in the magnitude of
the discrepancy (from 40.7% to 10.9%) suggests that the bulk of the problem
originally detected for auto-rejects was due to the status update indicator not
being provided to the Pseudo~CLEC in the earlier part of the test.

2.6 Maintenance and Repair (M&R)

2.6.1 Introduction
The M&R data reconciliation validated whether the trouble tickets received by
the Pseudo-CLEC from Qwest were reflected in Qwest's Mechanized Trouble
Analysis System (MTAS) and Work Force Administration and Control / Repair
(WFAC) data files, and that the Pseudo-CLEC received status update
notifications for all troubles identified by Qwest in MTAS and WFAC.

2.6.2 Process

The Qwest adhoc MTAS and WFAC files for each month from December 2000
through August 2001 were combined and restricted to Pseudo-CLEC records
only. Pseudo-CLEC M&R data were assembled from the following sources:

• M&R status update e-mails received from Qwest's CEMR system by
the Pseudo-CLEC
CGE&Y log of troubles reported via EB-TA
CGE&Y log of troubles reported via CEMR
Pseudo-CLEC log of Incidental Contacts and Issues related to M&R.

For troubles on non-designed services, the M&R data reconcil iation val idated
whether trouble tickets generated by the Pseudo-CLEC as recorded from the
above sources matched the troubles reported in MTAS. This rnatching was
based on te lephone number. For each matching non-designed trouble involving
status update emails, the Trouble Report Receipt date in MTAS was matched
against the first trouble report status update time recorded by the Pseudo~CLEC.
In addition, the Trouble Report Cleared date in MTAS was matched against the
last trouble report status time recorded by the Pseudo-CLEC.

1

12 CGE&Y Archive File: Data Reconciliation Report #2 - parse_mr, hpc_adh_wfacl22 l__080l, hpc_adh_mtasl221_0801 .
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For troubles on designed services, the M&R data reconci l iation val idated
whether trouble tickets generated by the Pseudo-CLEC matched the trouble
tickets reported in WFAC aS recorded from the above sources. For status update
emails, Qwest Trouble Report ticket numbers found in the Pseudo-CLEC data
were matched with the Repair Ticket Number in WFAC, the Received Date in
WFAC was matched against the f irst trouble status date recorded by the Pseudo-
CLEC, and the Closed Date was matched against the last trouble status date
recorded by the Pseudo-CLEC. For the other Pseudo-CLEC data sources,
matching was performed using the circuit-identif ier f ie ld.

2.6.3 Results

For non-designed services, the MTAS fi le  contained 82 troubles, and there were
73 unique troubles found in the Pseudo-CLEC data sources on services instal led
for the Pseudo-CLEC during the functional ity test. There were 67 troubles
common to both data sets. Of the 73 non-designed services trouble tickets
identif ied in the Pseudo-CLEC data, 6 Were not found in MTAS. On further
investigation four of these were found to actual ly be present in MTAS, but as
Retai l  t ickets.  This was the  subject ofAZIWOl206. Qwest responded that for 3
of these tickets, the repair ticket was opened before LMOS had any record of the
accounts being converted to Wholesale . Therefore, CGE&Y finds that i t is
unreasonable to expect these tickets to be properly classif ied as Pseudo-CLEC.
The remaining ticket was for an account that was never part of the Functionality
Test. CGE&Y does not Understand why the customer for that account reported a
trouble to the Pseudo-CLEC. CGE&Y has c losed this IWO.

The other 2 (of 6) not found in MTAS were the subject of AZIW01207.
CGE&Y finds that these 2 situations should have generated a trouble ticket in
MTAS, but Qwest acknowledges that no tickets exist.
Of the 82 troubles in MTAS, 15 trouble tickets were not identified in the
Pseudo-CLEC data .  Thi s  was the  subjec t  of  AzIwol208 .  Qwest  prov ided
evidence that these 15 tickets were val id troubles. CGE&Y accepts Qwest's
explanation that trouble tickets for the 7 physical plant disruptions were
generated by Qwest. Two troubles were tested and found ok. The remaining 6
tickets were resolved by instructing the end-user or refening the end-user back
to the Pseudo-CLEC. Therefore, this IWO has been closed.

These results are summarized in the fol lowing diagram for al l  non-designed
troubles:

i
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l

Note: The "4 Qwest Retail Tickets" in the above diagram denotes the 4 Pseudo-
CLEC troubles which were found in MTAS but were designated in MTAS as
Retail troubles.

Breaking this out by whether troubles are planned or unplanned can only be
done from the Pseudo-CLEc data, so all MTAS troubles not found in the
Pseudo-CLEC data are assumed to be unplanned. This leads to the following
diagram for planned troubles:

4
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The following diagram illustrates the results for unplanned non-designed service
trouble tickets :

I

i

Note: The "4 Qwest Retail Tickets" in the above diagram denotes the 4 Pseudo-CLEC troubles which
were found in MTAS but were designated in MTAS as Retail troubles.

Version 3.0 24



Trouble Tickets in
Qwest WFAC ADHOC data:

Designed service
trouble tickets in

Pseudo-CLEC data:

I

182 0

Final Data Reconciliation Report

The trouble status times in the status update emails provided by Qwest to the
Pseudo-CLEC are always seven hours later than corresponding receive and clear
times of the troubles in the Qwest MTAS adhoc data f i les. CGE&Y issued
AZIWOI 197 on this subject. Qwest responded to the effect that CEMR times
are stated in Greenwich Mean Time, whereas MTAS times are in local  time.
CGE&Y verif ied that this was properly covered in Qwest documentation and
wi thdrew thi s  Iwo.

Status update emails for four non-designed trouble tickets were provided on July
20, 2001. However, these tickets were c losed according to MTAS on June 4, 5 ,
22, and 23, 2001. As a result of these late status updates, CGE&Y issued
AzIwol050.  Qwest responded say ing that these  were  diagnosed in Ju ly  tO be
due to intennittent fai lures in the communications network l inking CEMR and
the host repair application. Qwest indicated that this problem has been repaired
and has also implemented an automated procedure to correct out-of-sync
statuses within two hours of occurrence. CGE&Y performed a retest and results
indicated that Qwest's systems properly c losed al l  MTAS trouble tickets in the
retest.

For designed services, the WFAC fi le contained 18 troubles, and 20 troubles
were found in the Pseudo-CLEC data. There were 18 troubles cornrnon to both
data sets including al l  18 troubles in WFAC. Of the 20 designed services
trouble tickets identif ied in the Pseudo-CLEC data, 2 were not found in WFAC.

These results are summarized in the fol lowing diagram:

\

i
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The two Pseudo-CLEC troubles not included in WFAC were the subject of
AzIwol209. In response to DR-244 which asked why a trouble was not in
WFAC, Qwest stated that "When a trouble ticket is opened and there is a
pending disconnect order, as soon as the due date is completed, all evidence of
the trouble ticket is gone from WFAC. The trouble ticket would be canceled
because it could not be completed." The series of status update emails received
for this circuit do indicate that there was a pending disconnect order on the
circuit when this ticket was opened. The remaining contact was for a circuit
which was about to be disconnected. Previous responses from Qwest have
indicated that troubles with pending disconnects will not be included in MTAS
and WFAC. Based on the above considerations, CGE&Y has withdrawn
AZIWOl209 as all troubles on circuits in the Pseudo-CLEC data (other than on
pending disconnects) were included in WFAC.

1

2.7 Gateway Availability

2.7.1 Introduction
The gateway availability data reconciliation validated whether all Pseudo-
CLEC-observed gateway outages were accounted for in the total gateway outage
downtime reported by Qwest. The Pseudo-CLEC did not experience all
gateway outages, and therefore, a complete validation of the total gateway
outages was not possible.

2.7.2 Process

The Pseudo-CLEC captured the following information relating to all gateway
outages that it experienced:

4
4
9
4
9
4

Date of the Outage
Up Time
Down Time
Duration of the Outage
Media Type
Responsible for Outage (Qwest or Pseudo-CLEC)

Total Pseudo-CLEC-observed down times for each month were calculated by
adding all observed Qwest-caused outages during the month. Qwest-reported
down times are calculated from Qwest's raw data by adding outages on Fetch 'N
Stuff Data Arbiter systems to the interface outages (GUI or EDI).73

2.7.3 Results

The following table displays the comparison between the Pseudo-CLEC- ,
observed downtimes and the downtimes reported by Qwest for the IMAI
Graphical User Interface (GUI) interface (which also includes outages for Fetch

f

6 CGE&Y Archive File: Data Reconciliation Report #2 ._ Gateway_Qwest Down Times and Gateway_Pseudo-CLEC Down Times.
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F€b-0.1 187 0

Mar-01 >50 35

Apr-01 145 116
May-0 I 0 172

Jun-01 0 0

Jan-01 92 15

Final Data Reconciliation Report

'N Stuff and Data Arbiter, as these would be indistinguishable from GUI
outages to a CLEC):

As illustrated in the above table, the Pseudo-CLEC reported more than Fifty
minutes of downtime in March. Four outages were recorded during this period
for which two were intermittent, and therefore no "end of outage time" was
recorded. The other two outages totaled fifty minutes of downtime.

Down times which the Pseudo-CLEC observed on the IMA-GUI determined to
be attributed to Qwest exceeded the down times reported by Qwest during the
months of January, February, March and April, therefore, AZIW01198 was
issued.

In response to this IWO, the evidence provided by Qwest supports that its
procedures for documenting gateway outages is in compliance with the PID.
Several of the outages found would count towards GA-1 under Qwest's current
interpretation of the definition of "outage" for GA-1 in place since August.
However, under the prior interpretation of the definition of "outage," they were
excluded. This IWO has therefore been closed.

The following table displays the comparison between the Pseudo-CLEC-
observed down times and the down times reported by Qwest for the IMA-EDI
interface (which also includes outages for Fetch 'N Stuff and Data Arbiter as
these would be indistinguishable from EDI outages to a CLEC):

i
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GA-2 - Gateway Availability - IMA-EDI (in min)

Month
Down Time

reported by the
Pseudo~CLEC

Down Time
reported by

Qwest

Jan-01 0 205

Feb-01 0 751

Mar-01 0 30

Apr-01 0 159

May-01 0 250

Jun-01 0 0

Final Data Reconciliation Report

There were no Qwest-caused gateway outages for the IMA-EDI interface
observed by the Pseudo-CLEC.

2.8 Billing

2.8.1 Introduction
The billing data reconciliation process compared Qwest adhoc billing data to the
information contained in the electronic CRIS bills received by the Pseudo-
CLEC.

2.8.2 Process

The billing data reconciliation required that all the CRIS bills be sent to the
Pseudo-CLEC. In addition, the Daily Usage Files (DUF) received from Qwest
were collected. Qwest adhoc data consisted of four separate data files, one for
each billing performance measure. CGE&Y performed a separate reconciliation
of each adhoc data file with Pseudo-CLEC captured data74.

K

,

The reconciliation of Qwest adhoc billing data for Performance Measure BI-lA
with Pseudo-CLEC captured data attempted to compare the average time to
provide usage records as calculated from Qwest adhoc data and Pseudo-CLEC
captured data. CGE&Y constructed a table detailing all usage records
transmitted to the Pseudo-CLEC by Qwest. In addition, CGE&Y constructed a
data set of all Qwest adhoc data for BI-lA for the period January through June
2001 .

The reconciliation of Qwest adhoc billing data for Performance Measure BI-2
with Pseudo-CLEC captured data compared the date that the Qwest adhoc data
indicated the CRIS bill was sent with the date the CRIS bill was received by the
Pseudo-CLEC. CGE&Y constructed a data set of all Qwest adhoc data for BI-2
for the period January through June 2001 .

1

74 CGE&Y Archive File: Data Reconciliation Report #2 - hpc_adh__ia1a122l_060l , hpc__adh__iabs1221__060l , hpc_adh_bi3a122 l_0601,
hpc__adh_cris1221 _0601 , bi-l _DUF.

V e r s i o n  3 . 0 2 8



Final Data Reconciliation Report

The reconci l iation of Qwest adhoc bi l l ing data for Performance Measure Bl-3
with Pseudo-CLEC captured data compared the adjustments made to Pseudo-
CLEC bills indicated in the Qwest Qadhoc data with the adjustments indicated on
the CRIS bi l l . CGE&Y constructed a data set of al l  Qwest adhoc data for B1-3
for the period January through June 2001 .

The reconcil iation of Qwest adhoc bil l ing data for Performance Measure BI~4
with Pseudo-CLEC captured data compared the number of recurring and non-
recurring charges associated with service order completions that appeared on the
next bi l l  as indicated in the Qwest adhoc data with the same figure as indicated
in the CRIS bi l l s ; CGE&Y constructed a data set of al l  Qwest adhoc data for
BI-4 for the period January through June 2001.

2.8.3 Results

In order to reconcile the Qwest's adhoc billing data, CGE&Y first verified that
the Pseudo-CLEC received all electronic CRIS bills for the Functionality Test
Period. Initially, results appeared to indicate that the Pseudo-CLEC did not
receive all the expected electronic CRIS bills for the Functionality Test. This
was detailed in AZIWOl2l l. However, Qwest responded and the Pseudo-
CLEC confirmed that most of these bills were in fact provided. Currently, at
issue is the status of 3 electronic CRIS bills which the Pseudo-CLEC maintains
were not received (April and May electronic CRIS bills for Resale and the May
electronic CRIS bill for UNE-P). However, in its response to AZIWOl2l l,
Qwest provided catalogued dataset names for the 3 bills in question. These file
names for the bills are transmitted by the NDM process from the Pseudo-
CLEC's server back to Qwest. Therefore, CGE&Y finds that this is evidence
that the transmission was successful. Moreover, as the dataset name includes the
transmission date in the third portion of the name, CGE&Y finds that this
provided confirmation of the transmission date. IWO AZIWOl2l l was closed.

Time to Provide Usage Records

Qwest adhoc data for BI-lA reports for each month the count of usage records
for each transmitted interval . In other words, Qwest adhoc detai ls the count of
BI-1A el igible  usage records transmitted in l  day , 2 days, 3 days, or any .
transmitted interval that occurred. for the reported month. Pseudo-CLEC data
for usage records contains detai led information for each usage record received
from Qwest including Record date, DUF date-time, "From Number," and "To
Number." Based on the lack of information for individual usage records in
Qwest's adhoc data, i t was not possible for CGE&Y to verify that each usage
record received by the Pseudo-CLEC was included in the Qwest adhoc data.
Furthermore, CGE&Y considered comparison of  the distr ibution intervals for
the Pseudo-CLEC data with the distribution of intervals for Qwest adhoc data as

4
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371

2

March
UNE-P 84 84
Resale 482 482
UNE-L 23 23

February
UNE-P 55
Resale 371

UNE-L 2
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unreliable as CGE&Y could not be assured that the two data sets included the
same I`€COIdS.

Invoices Delivered Within IO Days

Qwest adhoc data for Invoices Delivered within 10 Days (BI-2) reports that 100
percent of invoices Were transmitted to the Pseudo-CLEC within 10 days of the
bill date for each month January through June 2001. This measure includes only
invoices transmitted on the electronic CRIS bills. The Pseudo-CLEC expected
to receive an electronic CRIS bill each month for each of its three accounts
(UNE-P, Resale, and UNE-L). As all invoices for each account are received
together on the same electronic CRIS bill, if the electronic CRIS bill was
received on time, all the invoices associated with that bill were received on time.
Similarly, if the electronic CRIS bill was not received on time, than all the
invoices associated with that bill were considered late. CGE&Y validated that
all the invoices included in the February and March electronic CRIS bills .
received by the Pseudo-CLEC were included in the Qwest adhoc data.
Therefore, CGE&Y found that the Qwest adhoc BI-2 data was including all
invoices properly. The following table details the count of invoices for each
bill:

As explained earl ier, each invoice for one bi l l  was received at the same time.
Thus, al l  the invoices in the Qwest adhoc data associated with one bil l  had the
same transmit date. CGE&Y val idated that the receipt dates for each electronic
CRIS bi l l  matched the bi l l  transmit dates recorded in Qwest's adhoc BI-1A data.
A match of dates would val idate that al l  invoices were received as specif ied, on
time or late . Whether the count of invoices matched or not would have only
minimal impact on reported results as it is an al l  or none measurement for each
bi1l.The following table presents the transmission and receipt dates of the
electronic  CRIS bi l ls:

f
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UNE-P

02/19/01 02/26/01 07/26/01
03/19/0] 03/26/01 03/26/01
04/19/01 04/25/01 04/25/01
05/19/01 05/25/01 05/25/01
06/I9/0] 06/25/01 06/25/0 l

R e s a l e

01/25/01 01/31/01 01/31/01
02/25/01 03/02/01 07/17/01
03/25/01 04/02/01 04/02/01
04/25/01 05/02/01 05/02/01
05/25/01 06/01/01 06/01/01
06/25/0] 07/02/0 l 07/02/01

UNE -L

01/25/01 01/31/01 01/31/01
02/25/0] 03/02/01 07/17/01
03/25/01 03/30/01 03/30/01
04/25/01 04/30/01 04/30/01
05/25/01 06/0]/01 06/01/01
06/25/01 07/02/01 07/02/01

01/19/01 01/24/01 01/24/01

Final Data Reconciliation Report

CGE&Y finds that Qwest's BI-2 adhoc lABs data inaccurately reflected the
time to provide February electronic CRIS bills. Qwest verified that the February
2001 UNE-P electronic CRIS bill was sent on July 26, 2001 and the Resale and
UNE-L electronic CRIS bills were sent on July 17, 2001. However, the
February lABs data indicated that all invoices for the UNE-P account had were
transmitted on February 26, 2001 and all invoices for the Resale (520-l l 1-7814)
and UNE-L (520-111-7816) accounts were transmitted on March 2, 2001. This
discrepancy was the subject of AZIWO121 l. Qwest explained that this was due
to an NDM failure. As described in its response, "Qwest has modified the
transmission procedure to prevent this situation from recuMng; The NDM
processes have been removed from their previous job stream and are now
governed by "Control M" (the automated job controller). Under the new
procedure, the RACF authority level of the engineer submitting the job has no
effect on the transmission." Qwest has modified its procedures for re-
transmitting bills based on receipt of a failed transmission system notice rather
than its prior process of only re-transmitting after notified by the customer.
Electronic CRIS Bills for subsequent months were delivered on time.
Therefore, CGE&Y closed AzIw()12l 1. CGE&Y amended the performance
results presented in the Final Functionality Report to reflect the actual
transmission dates for the February UNEFP, Resale, and UNE-L electronic CRIS
bills. 4

Billing Accuracy

Qwest adhoc data for Billing Accuracy (Bl-3) contained 9 adjustments to
Pseudo-CLEC bills during the Functionality Test for a total credit of $89.16.
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CGE&Y identif ied 6 of the 9 adjustments in the combined CRIS bil l  for Apri l
and May. These 6 credit adjustments totaled $17 .66 . The remaining 3
adjustments were not in the CRIS bil ls provided to the Pseudo-CLEC.
According to the Qwest adhoc data, these 3 credit adjustments totaled $71 .50,
al l  for the same account and appeared on the May Resale  Bi l l .  CGE&Y issued
AzIwo12i3 detai l ing the  3  adjustments not identi f ied in the  CRIS bi l l .  In i ts
response to this IWO, Qwest indicated that the service order establishing this
account erred, causing the GRP and BAPC FIDs to be incorrectly removed from
the order. As a result, this account was established as a stand alone bil l , not
bi l l ing to the summary bi l l  which CGE&Y checked. However, the adjustments
did apply to the May 25, 2001 bi l l  but because this account was not associated
with a summary arrangement, these adjustments did not appear on the summary
bi l l .  Qwest issued a service order to correct this account in August by adding
the GRP FIDs and BAPC FID. CGE&Y accepted Qwest's proposed solution to
issue an MCC to reinforce the need to include these FIDs on service orders and
closed this IWO.

Billing Completeness

Qwest adhoc data for Bi l l ing Completeness (Bl-4) contained 1,230 reruning or
non-recurring charges associated with completed service orders. 10 of these
1,230 did not appear on the correct bil l  during the period February through June
2001 (Qwest adhoc data for January was not avai lable).  There was no
identifying information for these charges in the adhoc data. Therefore, only
counts are available for comparison purposes. CGE8cY found that 70 out of
1,476 charges associated with completed services orders on the CRIS bi l ls did
not appear on the correct bi l lduring the same time period. CGE&Y issued
AZIWOI214 on this subject. Qwest responded that CGE&Y was not correctly
calculating the bi l l  completeness and was counting rate change activity as
delayed order activity , which are not part of BI-4A, in its analysis. Qwest
determined that excluding these accounts lowered the count of 'late orders' to
about 38. However, Qwest acknowledged that i ts programming to calculate  BI-
4A was using a data source whoseaging schedule  may not perfectly  al ign with a
30-day bi l l  cycle . Qwest provided corrected historical  adhoc data for November
2001. CGE&Y analyzed Pseudo-CLEC rece ived e lectronic  CRIS bi l l s for
November and found 19 late orders versus 6 late orders included in Qwest's
corrected adhoc data. Qwest responded that based on its research for this IWO,
it "revised the f i les del ivered from MCAS to PANS and ultimately Regulatory
Reporting to include the service order (SO) number, completed date, and
account ID to al low for more complete data reconcil iation in the future." Qwest
also indicated that the code uti l ized to extract data from CRIS to MCAS was
inadvertently calculating to the received date instead of the completed date on
completed service orders. Thus, Qwest now adjusted its results to report 10 late
orders for November. Of the late 19 orders identif ied by CGE&Y, 8 were
included in Qwest's adhoc as late orders. An additional 2 that CGE&Y did not
identify  were also included in Qwest's adhoc as late  orders. Qwest explained

4
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that the remaining 11 orders identified by CGE&Y as late were billed on time.
Qwest explained that CGE&Y was not correctly identifying late orders, as
CGE&Y was Rising the "in service date" instead of the service order completion
date, and that it is possible for an order to be in service in prior months and not
complete until later. The service order completion date in Qwest's systems was
not available to the Pseudo-CLEC. Therefore, CGE&Y could not perform the
reconciliation and closed this IWO.

s
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Comprehensive Mainframe Planning Process Hard Copy October 20, 1997
Capacity Analysis Mediated Access Hard Copy April 1. 1997
Major Outage Process 9/99 Update Hard Copy September 22, 2000
Wholesale CLEC7Forecast/Projections Hard Copy September 22, 2000
USWEST Disaster Recovery Plan Hard Copy December 6, 1999
Wholesale Markets Business Continue Disaster Remove Plan Hard Copy June 9, 2000
Service Delivery Training and Development Hard Copy June 7, 2000
Interconnect and Integrated Wholesale Service Center Resource
Forecasting Process and Procedure/Wholesale Billing Center
Staffing Procedure

Hard Copy September 27, 200]

AMT SWAT Process Hard Copy October 10, 200]
Interconnect Mediated Access MA Scalabili Process Hard Copy April 26, 2001

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Appendix M - Source D.0cuments for Systems Scalability and Staff Scalability

The following table contains the documents provided by Qwest and reviewed by CGE&Y as
part of the Systems Scalability and Staff Scalability reviews.

4
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100% of the LSRs that received a FOC during the execution of the 8/10 System Capacity Test,
received the F90 within 20 minutes. ' § *

I-

g,
STATE Prod Type Media NUMERATDR DENOMINATQR RESULT 1STD DEV
AZ LNP MA 114 114 100% 0
CO LNP MA 118 118 100% 0
MN LNP MA 49 49 100% 0
ND LNP MA 19 19 100% 0
OR LNP MA 20 20 100% 0
UT LNP MA 86 86 100% 0
WA LNP MA 16 16 100% 0
AZ UNE MA 24 24 100% 0
CO UNE MA 10 10 100% 0
IA UNE MA 3 3 100% 0
ID UNE MA 6 6 100% 0
MN UNE MA 10 10 100% 0
MT UNE MA 8 8 100% 0
ND UNE MA 1 1 100% 0
NE UNE MA 11 11 100% 0
NM UNE MA 7 7 100% 0
OR UNE MA 1 1 100% 0
SD UNE MA 1 1 100% 0
UT UNE MA 18 18 100% 0
WA UNE MA 14 14 100% 0
AZ Resale MA 14 14 100% 0
CO Resale MA 10 10 100% 0
IA Resale MA 5 5 100% 0
ID Resale MA 5 5 100% 0
MN Resale MA 20 20 100% 0
MT Resale MA 16 16 100% 0
NE Resale MA 11 11 100% 0
UT Resale MA 20 20 100% 0
AZ LNP EDI 124 124 100% 0
CO LNP EDI 499 499 100% 0
IA LNP EDI 82 82 100% 0
ID LNP EDI 33 33 100% 0
MN LNP EDI 342 342 100% 0
MT LNP EDI 62 62 100% 0
ND LNP EDI 56 56 100% 0
NE LNP EDI 70 70 100% 0
NM LNP EDI 80 80 100% 0
OR LNP EDI 24 24 100% 0
SD LNP EDI 53 53 100% 0
UT LNP EDI 350 350 100% 0
WA LNP EDI 660 660 100% 0
WY LNP EDI 13 13 100% 0
AZ UNE EDI 50 50 100% 0
CO UNE EDI 151 151 100% 0

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Appendix N 12-Month Test PO-5 Results

d
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100% of the LSRs that received a FOC during the execution of the 8119 System Capacity Test,
received the FOC within 20 minutes. Ar

4 1

\

,to * *

STATE Prod Type Media NUMERATOR RESULT STD DEV
IA UNE EDI 32 32 100% 0
ID UNE EDI 18 18 100% 0
MN UNE EDI 91 91 100% 0
MT UNE EDI 28 28 100% 0
ND UNE EDI 26 26 100% 0
NE UNE EDI 17 17 100% 0
NM UNE EDI 14 14 100% 0
OR UNE EDI 27 27 100% 0
SD UNE EDI 3 3 100% 0
UT UNE EDI 82 82 100% 0
WA UNE EDI 138 138 100% 0
AZ Resale EDI 28 28 100% 0
CO Resale EDI 138 138 100% 0
IA Resale EDI 26 26 100% 0
ID Resale EDI 13 13 100% 0
MN Resale EDI 86 86 100% 0
MT Resale EDI 19 19 100% 0
ND Resale EDI 37 37 100% 0
NE Resale EDI 19 19 100% 0
NM Resale EDI 28 28 100% 0
OR Resale EDI 26 26 100% 0
SD Resale EDI 21 21 100% 0
UT Resale EDI 68 68 100% 0
WA Resale EDI 122 122 100% 0

Total 4393 4393 100%

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test
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too% of the LSRS that received a FOC during the execution of the 8110 System Capacity Test,
received' the FOC within 20 minutes. ' ` . '8

r M i 14 \

STATE Prod Type Media NUMERATOR DENOMINATOR REsuLT» ,.STD DEV
AZ LNP MA 61 61 100% 0
CO LNP MA 66 66 100% 0
MN LNP MA 30 30 100% 0
ND LNP MA 9 9 100% 0
OR LNP MA 9 g 100% 0
UT LNP MA 37 37 100% 0
WA LNP MA 9 9 100% 0
AZ UNE MA 21 21 100% 0
CO UNE MA 11 11 100% 0
IA UNE MA 3 3 100% 0
ID UNE MA 6 6 100% 0
MN UNE MA 8 8 100% 0
MT UNE MA 8 8 100% 0
ND UNE MA 1 1 100% 0
NE UNE MA 7 7 100% 0
NM UNE MA 7 7 100% 0
OR UNE MA 1 1 100% 0
SD UNE MA 1 1 100% 0
UT UNE MA 17 17 100% 0
WA UNE MA 9 9 100% 0
AZ Resale MA 4 4 100% 0
CO Resale MA 8 8 100% 0
IA Resale MA 2 2 100% 0
ID Resale MA 2 2 100% 0
MN Resale MA 14 14 100% 0
MT Resale MA 8 8 100% 0
NE Resale MA 7 7 100% 0
UT Resale MA 14 14 100% 0
AZ LNP EDI 75 75 100% 0
CO LNP EDI 281 281 100% 0
IA LNP EDI 45 45 100% 0
ID LNP EDI 16 16 100% 0
MN LNP EDI 189 189 100% 0
MT LNP EDI 34 34 100% 0
ND LNP EDI 31 31 100% 0
NE LNP EDI 37 37 100% 0
NM LNP EDI 43 43 100% 0
OR LNP EDI 14 14 100% 0
SD LNP ED! 26 26 100% 0
UT LNP EDI 191 191 100% 0
WA LNP EDI 368 368 100% 0

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Appendix O - Stress Test PO-5 Results
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100% of the LSRs that received a FCC during the execution of the 8/10 System Capacity Test,
received the FGC within 26 minutes. ' :

E
1

A

STATE Prod Type Media DENOIVHNATOR REsuL'l1 STD DEV
WY LNP EDI 8 8 100% 0
AZ UNE EDI 49 49 100% 0
CO UNE EDI 116 116 100% 0
IA UNE EDI 27 27 100% 0
ID UNE EDI 14 14 100% 0
MN UNE EDI 87 87 100% 0
MT UNE EDI 26 26 100% 0
ND UNE EDI 21 21 100% 0
NE UNE EDI 14 14 100% 0
NM UNE EDI 13 13 100% 0
OR UNE EDI 28 28 100% 0
SD UNE EDI 3 3 100% 0
UT UNE EDI 71 71 100% 0
WA UNE EDI 110 110 100% 0
AZ Resale EDI 19 19 100% 0
CO Resale EDI 84 84 100% 0
IA Resale EDI 18 18 t00% 0
ID Resale EDI 8 8 100% 0
MN Resale EDI 59 59 100% 0
MT Resale EDI 14 14 100% 0
ND Resale EDI 26 26 100% 0
NE Resale EDI 13 13 100% 0
NM Resale EDI 19 19 100% 0
OR Resale EDI 18 18 100% 0
SD Resale EDI 15 15 100% 0
UT Resale EDI 46 46 100% 0
WA Resale EDI 71 71 100% 0

Total 2727 2727 100%

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test
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1. Introduction

1.1. Purpose

This document describes the procedural framework for the planning, preparation, execution,
reporting and required clean-up efforts prior, during and after the execution of the System
Capacity Test component of the Capacity Test for the Arizona 3rd party testing effort. General
issues related to ramp-up, interaction and communication among the involved parties, reporting
burdens and clean-up and ramp-down activities are presented to ensure that an overall framework
is established and agreed upon.

1.2. Scope of the Document

This document describes the procedures that will be employed by the various organizations
involved in the performance of the Capacity Test. The main components of this document
include:

Capacity Test Overview

Roles and Responsibilities

Test Assumptions

Test Preparation

Operational Readiness Test

Test Execution

Test Analysis

Communication between parties before, during and tier the test

Reporting responsibilities of all involved parties

Cleanup activities associated with the test

Version 2.02 07/25/0] Cap Gemini Ernst & Young, 2001 .- all rights reserved. .
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2. Roles and Responsibilities

This section outlines the roles and responsibilities of the parties involved during the planning,
pretest, test, and post-test stages of the Capacity TeSt. The parties involved in this test are:

Qwest

CGE&Y (Test Administrator)

Pseudo-CLEC (Test Generator)

ACC/DCI

2.1. Qwest

Qwest is responsible for the following:

a) Preparing the Test Accounts to be used for the Capacity Test
b) Providing the TA with Qwest's LSR volume forecasts
c) Supporting Pseudo-CLEC's installation of the Qwest IA
d) Monitoring the MA-GUl and IMA-EDI Gateways during the Test
e) Providing the reports specified in the Test Standards Document and The Test

Communications Document to the TA
f) Canceling the LSRs and Service Orders after each Test
g) Returning reserved Telephone Numbers after each test

2.2. CGE&Y - Test Administrator (TA)

CGE&Y is responsible for the following:

ay Providing a detailed Test Plan
b) Designing The Capacity Test and determining order volume mix and arrival rates
c) Preparing* test scripts for the pre-order and order Capacity Tests
d) Validating Test Accounts
e) Monitoring Test Execution
f) Analyzing the results of the Capacity Test
g) Providing Reports, specified in the Communications Document, to Qwest
h) Providing Final Report to the ACC

2.3. Pseudo-CLEC - Test Generator (TG)

Pseudo-CLEC is responsible for the following:

a) Developing a test harness that will generate the order volume, mix, and arrival rates defined by
the TA

b) Updating EDI to conform with EDI Release 7.0 for the products that are in the scope of the
capacity test

c) Updating MA Logger and Loader to confomi with MA Release 7.0
d) Developing and testing the multi-server environment
e) Replacing the Templar Interactive Agent (IA) with the Qwest provided IA

Version 2.02 07/25/01 Cap Gemini Ernst & Young, 2001 - all rights reserved.
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f) inputting Test Scripts to the EDI form tool and the MA loader
g) Validating Test Scripts
h) Capturing and logging test information and providing that information to the TA

2.4. ACC/DCI
The ACC and DCI have oversight responsibility for the Capacity test.

*
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3. System Capacity Test Architecture and Interface Overview

To perform the Capacity Test it was necessary to change the InteraCtive Agent (IA) from the Templar IA
to the Qwest IA. In addition, Pseudo-CLEC developed a multi-server environment. This environment
will allow the TG to submit the volumes required for the test.

3.1.  Pseud0-CLEC Pr opr ieta r y Not ice

The information contained in this section constitutes a trade secret and/or information that are commercial
or financial and confidential or privileged, prior to the Report's release by the Arizona Corporation
Commission. This restriction does not limit the right to use or disclose this information if obtained from
another source without restriction. Hewlett-Packard Consulting makes no warranties, guarantees or
cornrnitrnents to any party with regard to the information disclosed herein.

[The remainder of section 3 has been redacted as confidential]

r

f

i
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4. System Capacity Test Assumptions

4.1. General

The general assumptions pertaining to the Capacity Test are:

a) The Capacity Test will be performed between the hours of RAM to 6 PM MST (AZ time)
b) Pseudo-CLEC will generate 85% of the LSRs and Pre-0rder transactions via EDI and l5% via GUI
C) Transactions will approximate the percentages by hour as stated in the tables in APPENDIX E
d) The Capacity Test will be performed using IMA-EDI version 7.0 and IMA-GUI version 7.0
e) Test Accounts used for EDI and GUI transactions will be mutually exclusive

\

4.2. Pre~Orde1'

H)

b)

Pre-Order Transactions will be distributed in the same pattern as the LSRs will be distributed. (See
Appendix E)
The same Pre-Order Transactions(e.g. multiple Review CSR transactions) will not be replicated against the
same account in intervals of less than 15 minutes
15% of Conversion Orders will add a line, therefore:
> For Appointment scheduling, and Facility availability, 15% additional transactions will be added
. to account for these new lines
> IRTM transactions will account for the additional TN Reservation transactions for new connects,

change orders adding lines and conveNing orders adding lines.
d) 70% of UNE orders will generate a Feature Availability transaction

c)

4.3. Order

a)
b)

C)

LSRs will not be replicated against the same account in intervals of less than twenty minutes
Orders will be spread across Product Activity Type in the same percentage as the overall LSR
percentage (see Appendix C)Accounts will be distributed in such a way as to provide maximum
geographic dispersion andminimurn replication
Resale and UNE t P new orders will  be entered manually during the Capacity Test to accommodate
Release 7 EDI changes that require a TN Reservation and a Appointment Schedule transaction prior
to submi t t ing an LSR. . '

\

i

\

.
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5 System Capacity Test Overview

The System Capacity Test will validate that Qwest's OSS and processes can handle loads equal to or
greater than estimated Pre-order and Order volumes projected one year from the date of the running of the
Capacity Test (SQ 2002). The test is currently scheduled to be performed in SQ 2001 .

The test will be performed in four phases. The transactions will be entered at the same proportionate rate
as the historical transactions, which will be provided by Qwest. That is, if 10% of the current daily load is
input from loAm - l LAM, then 10% of the test load will be input in the same timeframe. Appendix E
shows the distribution.

\

/

Prior to performing Phase 1 of the Test, an Operational Readiness Test (ORT) will be performed to ensure
that implementing the Capacity Test will not adversely affect Qwest's production environment. The ORT
will also ensure that the test bed of test accounts to be submitted during the system capacity test are all
capable of being processed by Qwest without failing out for manual handling.

Phase l test will be performed with volumes thatrepresent the forecast volumes twelve months after the
start of the System Capacity Test. Results will be evaluated to determine whether the benchmarks have
been met.75 Incident Work Orders (IWis) will be issued as necessary and in a timely manner. If the
benchmarks are met, Phase 4 test (Stress Test) will be performed with volumes that represent the forecast
of peak volumes twelvemonths into the future. If the benchmarks are not met, the Phase 2 test will be
performed.

Phase 2 test will be perfonned with volumes that represent the forecast volumes nine months after the
start of the test. Results will be evaluated to determine whether the benchmarks have been met.76 IWis
will be issued as necessary and in a timely manner. If the benchmarks are met, the Phase 4 Test will be
performed with volumes that represent the forecast of peak volumes nine months into the future. If the
benchmarks are not met, the Phase 3 test will be performed. .

R

Phase 3 test will be performed with volumes that represent the forecast volumes six months after the start
of the test. Results will be evaluated to determine whether the benchmarks have been met.77. IWis will
be issued as necessary and in a timely manner. If the benchmarks are met, Phase 4 test will be performed
with volumes that represent the forecast of peak volumes six months into the future. If the benchmarks are
not met, Qwest will be provided an opportunity review the results and make system changes before
continuing testing. Re-testing will be performed if the six-month test is not passed.

Phase 4 is designed to stress Qwest systems and will be performed over a four-hour period. The busy
hour volume from the successful Phase I, 2 or 3 tests will be the base for the Phase 4 test. This volume
will be incremented in fifTeen~rninute intervals untila volume 50% higher than the base volume is
reached. This higher volume will be input entered at a sustained rate for two hours. Re-testing will be
performed if the six-month peak volume test is not passed.

The Capacity Test will focus on the systems and interfaces in Qwest's processing flow up to and
including processing into Qwest's service order system. (The service order processor must receive the
order for it to cause MA to provide Focs.) Evaluation of Qwest systems beyond the service order
system is outside the scope of the System Capacity Test.

3 Success criteria for the twelve month volume level are eitherpassing the PO-1 and PO-5a benchmarks or passing the scalability evaluation.
76 Success criteria for the nine month volume level are either passing the Po-l and PO-5a benchmarks or passing the scalability evaluation.
77 Success criteria for the six month volume level are either passing the PO-I and PO~5a benchmarks or passing the scalability evaluation.
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The Capacity test is not designed to test manual processes. Therefore, only LSRs, which are eligible for
flow-through to the service order system or LSRs containing known errors that will be processed
electronically, will be submitted during the test. If any known errors do fall to manual processing, the
ISms have been instructed not to process the errors. Given the extensive efforts during the ORT to ensure
that the test accounts only include orders that flow through (with the exception Of the LSRs that contain
intentional errors), an excessive amount of LSRs that fall to manual processing may result in an IWO
being created or may result in the need for retesting.

The test will include:

•

•

Standalone Pre-Order transactions

Pre-Order transactions associated with LSRs

LSRs

The LSR volumes have been determined by analyzing current actual data and Qwest forecasts that have
been agreed-upon by the parties. The forecast was provided by product type, and non flow-through
volumes have been applied to flow-through products.

The Pre-Order volumes will be determined by reviewing the pre-order transactions associated with
creating an LSR (See table 5.2.1-1) and calculating the stand-alone transactions from the formula (See
Appendix B) Qwest provided to the Capacity sub-committee and presented to the TAG.. Pre-Order
volumes are shown in Appendix D.

5.1 Scope

The scope of the System Capacity Test is to evaluate whether the relevant Qwest systems have sufficient
capacity to handle the defined workload volumes required to support CLEC pre-order and order activities
at the currently defined performance benchmarks. This evaluation will make no finding on Qwest's
ability to handle volumes of LSRs that fall to manual processing. The defined workload volumes, as
approved by the TAG, was determined by a review of historical data and forecasts to reflect typical
operations for one year into the future (SQ 2002). The CTTG will generate necessary quantities of
simulated activity for processing via Qwest's GUI and EDI gateways.

Since the intent of the System Capacity Test is to validate the performance capacity of the systems, LSRs
that will flow-through to the Qwest Ordering processors, including LSRs that will trigger errors and
rejections that can be handled in a mechanized environment, will be used,

The System Capacity Test will be run in Qwest's live production environment. The capacity tests for
orders will go through the ordering process until the issuance of a FOC or the order is placedinto the
proper error queue. Qwest's Maintenance & Repair, Electronic Bonding Interface (EBTA), (CEMR),
billing and usage, and CRIS systems are out of scope for the purposes of this test.

Following receipt of FOCs or reports providing information that rejected orders were placed into the
proper error queues, the orders are eligible to be cancelled. Any capacity test orders that fall into the error
queue will also be cancelled and will not be processed by Qwest's ISms. This cleanup effort will be done
during non-business hours and will not be tracked for the System Capacity Test. As an additional
safeguard against provisioning activities being accidentally carried out by Qwest, an extended LSR due
date of a maximum of 75 business days in the future will be used for POTS and LNP LSRs. For UNE
Loop Orders and UNE Loop with LNP, the extended due date will be a maximum due date of 36 business
days into the future. These are the maximum due dates Qwest's business rules will allow LSRs to flow
through without special handling.
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5.2 Approach ,

The following sections define the test requirements and detail the overall process for
conducting, administering and managing the System Capacity Test as required by the MTP.
The test requirements and specification plan for the test will be reviewed with the , TAG prior to
conducting the System Capacity Test. To maintain fairness and blindness of the test, Qwest
and the CLECs will not know, in advance, the actual dates that the System Capacity Tests will
be performed.

5.2.1Pre-Ordering

The pre-order process functions included within the Capacity Test will include the same
activities as the Functionality Test with the exception of the CFA transaction.

The Test Generator will provide pre-ordering volumes sufficient to cover the planned test
workload over periods expressed in hours. The total number of queries required for the pre-
order tests will be as follows:

Phase
Phase 1
Phase 2
Phase 3
Phase 4

TOTALEDI
20083
10443

7000 5950 1050
* 8422 7159 1263

GUI
17071
8877

3012
1566

*Phase 4 volumes will depend upon which previous phase of the test is successful. The above
numbers represent the volumes that will be used if the Phase 1 test is successful.

The mix of pre-order queries will be established on the basis of ratios of pre~order to order
transactions that will be used in the ordering capacity test. The processing of these queries will
follow the same hourly volume patterns as specified for the order tests as defined in
Table5.2.2.-3 in this document. This mix will be selected from the transactions shown below:

al) CSR
b) Address Validation
c) Request for telephone number (TN)
d) Feature and Service availability
e) Appointment Scheduler
f) Facility availability
g) Loop Qualification
h) Connect Facility Availability*
i) Meet Point*
j) DSL Resale*

* These transactions were developed after the MTP and TSD were developed and will not be included
in the System Capacity Test. The volumes associated with these transactions will be added to the
FAQ transactions.

4

a
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Order Type Local Service Request~ Product-
Activity CSR

Add
Val

TN
Rest

Serf
Avail

Appt Sched
(Dispatch

Only)

Facie
Avail

Loop
Quai

LNP Only LNP (V) X X
LNP (Z) X X

UNE Loop
wlth LNP

Retail to Loop Converslon (V) X X 70X lax .15x
Retail to Loop Conversion Z) X X .70X .15X 15X

UNE Loop
Retail to Loop Converslon (V) X X .70X 15X 15X
UNE Loop New (N) X X X
UNE Loop Dlsconnect (D) X X

Resale

Retell to Resale Converslon W) X X
Retail to Resale Con version (V) X X .laX* X .15'< 15X
Retail to Resale Conversion Z) X X .laX* X . 15x .15X
Resale - New ( N ) X X X X X X
Resale Change(C) X X .15X* X .15X .laX
Resale Dlsconncct D X X

UNE-P
Retail to UNE-P Converslon V) X X .laX* X .15X . 15x
Retell to UNE-P Conversion Z) X X .15x* X .15x .15X
UNE-P New(N) X X X X X X
UNE-P Change C) X X .15x* X .laX . 15x
UNE-P Disconnect D) X X

Explanation
X This Pre-Order transaction will be used for the product type listed in

column two. The actual number of iterations is listed in attachment D.
* IRTM will input the TN Reservation transactions.
.15X 15% of the LSR volume will be the volume used for this transaction.
.70X 700 0 of the LSR volume will be the volume used for this transaction.

The following chart shows the pre-order queries by order type.

Table 5.2.1-1: Pre-Order Oliery for each System Capacity Test (Local Service Request)

Key for Table 5.2. 1-1

;

r

g
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5.2.2 Ordering

For the purpose Of this test, the following will apply:
J

L

a) The test will consist primarily of LSRs that are eligible to flow-through to the Qwest Service Order.
processors. However, LSRs that are expected to cause mechanized error rejects, which do not involve
manual processes, and orders that may fall to manual processing, but will not be processed will also
be included to test the systems' ability to process rejects within the volume defined and according to
the performance measurements.

b) Non-floW-throUgh order types (i.e. order types that are not eligible to flow through according to
Qwest) will not be included (Forecasted non-flow-through volumes will be applied to flow-through
volumes). Analysis of Qwest's ability to process volumes of manually handled orders will not be
included in this test. `

c) Since the LSRs are to be cancelled before provisioning starts, analysis of provisioning will not be
included in the capacity test.

d) The hourly volumes will be based on the historical Patterns Qwest currently supports in its production
environment, augmented by the volumes projected by the CLECs for operations in 3Q02 .

e) The CTTG will generate the order volume, mix, and arrival rates defined by the TA

f) The Test Generator will provide pre-ordering volume sufficient to cover the planned test
workload over periods expressed in hours. The total number of transactions required for the
order tests will be as follows:

Phase TOTAL EDI GUI
4566 3881 685Phase 1

Phase 2
Phase 3
Phase 4*

2569
1722

2184
1464~

385
258

2072 1761 311

*Phase 4 volumes will depend upon which previous phase of the test is successful. The above
numbers represent the volumes that will be used if the Phase 1 test is successful.
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Scenario Types by % of Orders
% of Orders Product/Activity (approximate

LNP Only 51.08%
LNP (v) 13.64%
LNP (Z) 86.34%

UNE Loop with LNP 5.26%
Retail to Loop Conversion (v) 20.67%
Retail to Loop Conversion (Z) 79.33%

UNE Loop without LNP 24.34%
Retail to Loop Conversion (v) 3.70%
UNE Loop - New (N) 76.94%
UNE Loop - Disconnect (D) 16.24%

Resale 16.25%
Retail to Resale Conversion W 6.30%
Retail to Resale Conversion V 2.50%
Retail to Resale Conversion z 15.10%
Resale - New (N) 6.30%
Resale .- Change ( C ) 40.40%
Resale - Disconnects (D) 29.40%

UNE-P 3.09%
Retail to UNEP Conversion v 8.8%
Retail to UNEP Conversion Z 15.10%
UNEP - New (N) 6.30%
UNEP .. Change ( C ) 40.40%
UNEP - Disconnects (D 29.40%

Totals 100.02% Totals

Table 5.2.2-2: Core Set of LSRs for System Capacity Test (12 Month Test)

The System Capacity Test input mix will have these additional properties:

a) It must create intentional error conditions that result in rejects in Qwest's IMA-GUI and EDI
interfaces. Although a failed transaction requires no manual work in this test, the ordinarily expected
occurrence of error/reject messages will be integrated into the test process.

b) To attain a satisfactory volume of transactions, the mix will contain replications of transactions that
will be created by the load generator provided by the TG. For the purpose of the System Capacity
Test, Qwest will relax edits to allow duplicate LSRs to be created against the same test account.
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Pre-order and Order Stress
Volumes

Total Order
Volume
3Q2002

Total
Pre-Order
Volume
3Q200Z

Production
Order

Volume
3Q2001

Production
Pre-Order

Volume
3Q200l

Incremental
Test Order

Volume
3Q2001

Production
Pre-Order

Volume
3Q2001

Daily 3Q2001 Volume 11706 7050 4566 20083

50% Increase to Establish Peak
Daily volume

2283 10042

Total Daily Volume 6849 30125
Highest Percent of Orders Sent
during One Hour

11.1% 11.1%

Total Peak Hour Volume 760 3344
Hour 1 (Baseline for the Stress
Test)

510 2229

Hour 2 (Stress hour volume) sent
in the following15 minute
increments

760 760

First 15 minutes (19% of Hour 2
volume)

144 535

Second 15 minutes (22% of Hour 2
volume)

167 736

Third 15 minutes (28% of Hour 2
volume)

213 936

Fourth 15 minutes (31% of]-Iour 2
volume

236 1137

Hour 3 (Stress hour volume) sent
evenly over the hour

760 3344

Hour 4 (Stress hour volume) sent
evenly over the hour .

760 3344

;

r

5.2.3 System Capacity Test Phase 4 (Stress Test)

The stress volume will be determined as follows. The daily volume from the successful previous phase
(Phase 1,2 or 3) will be increased by 50%. The busy hour load (ll% of the daily load) will be used as the
baseline for the test. The stress test volume will be l 50% of the baseline volume.

The first hour of the test will be run using this baseline volume. During the second hour the volume will
be increased in fifteen-minute increments until the stress volume is reached. This will be done to observe
the impact the increased transactions have on Qwest's systems as the stress volume is approached. During
the third and fourth hours the stress volume will be maintained at a constant rate. IRTM TN transaction
volumes will be constant at the full stress level for the duration of the Phase 4 test.

Table 5.2.3-1 Stress test volumes (12-M onth Test)

5.3 System Capacity Test Performance Measures

The System Capacity Test performance measures identified in the MTP (Appendix B) will be used as the
success criteria for the System Capacity Test. These measures, listed in the table below, will be applied
to evaluate Qwest's systems' ability to handle the forecasted volume.

The applicable System Capacity Test related Performance Measures are defined in the matrix below. The
evaluation column indicates the performance measures for which there will be a parity/benchmark
comparison made during the tests.

Table 5.3-1 Performance Measures
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Pert
Meas.

#
Performance Measures

Track Evaluate Performance
Measurement

PO-1 Average Response Time (to
OSS Pre-Order Queries)

Y Y See Table 5.3-2

Transaction Report Y N Diagnostic : Review and
determine cause of LSRs that
do not generate FOCs

PO-5 POC Interval Y Y 95% within 20 minutes
(GUI/EDI fully electronic )

Term Definition
Track Data will be gathered and reported
Evaluate Data will be evaluated for parity performance or compliance with a

benchmark
Y The measure will be tracked or evaluated as a part of the results
N The measure will not evaluated as a part of the results

Key for Table 5.3. -1

1

\
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Total Response Time:
l. Appointment Scheduling
2. Service Availability Information
3. Facility Availability
4. Street Address Validation
5. Customer Service Records
6. Telephone Number
7. Loop Qualification

MA'
<10 seconds
25 seconds
<25 seconds
<10 seconds
<12.5 seconds

<10 seconds
20 seconds 2

EDI
<10 seconds
25 seconds
<25 seconds
<10 seconds
<12.5 seconds
<10 seconds

20 seconds

Note :
1. CTTG will only track PO-lA part two (Transaction Response times). CGE&Y will add IRTM part one
(May/June average as agreed by the Capacity Sub-coirunittee.)
2. Benchmark applies to response time only. Request time and Total time will also be reported.

r

Table 5.3-2 Pre-Order Response Times

5.4 TestMix
When the System Capacity Test execution begins, the activities will be:

a) The TG will conduct the System Capacity Test according to the detailed test plan

b) The TA will be on-site at both the TG site and the Qwest site to observe and monitor the test

c) Any issues or failures resulting from the processing of the scripts will be documented through the
Testing Incidents process. See AttaChment F.

d) If the TA believes that there are a significant number of fatal errors, then the test will be aborted and
aNother test will be run after the cause of the errors have been resolved. Such an event will be

. documented in the Exception/Incident Work Order Process. The TA, Qwest and TG will plan for the
necessary load and cancellation transactions to conduct these tests

C .

e) The TA will validate that the test scripts are completed in the prescribed manner and that all results
are recorded.

f> Following FOC (or rejection) receipt for all test orders, Qwest will cancel those orders. The
cancellation orders will be done during non-business hours and will not be tracked as part of the
System Capacity Test

g) The TA will validate the performance measurement calculations using the definition of the
performance measures (MTP Appendix B) and the captured test data. Failure to meet the thresholds
agreed upon for benchmarks at the six-month level will result in retest. The retest will be handled in
accordance with the process defined in Section 7.3.5 of the Test Specifications Document.

5.5 Exit Criteria

For the System Capacity Test to be considered completed, the following exit criteria will need to be
satisfied:

a) The pre-order and order System Capacity Test has been completed according to the plan
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b) All tests against the appropriate performance measurements including associated pre-ordering and
ordering benchmarks have been completed

c) All incidents that were opened in conjunction withthe System Capacity Test have been resolved
and/or closed

d) A11 of the data associated with the System Capacity Test has been captured and retained by the TG

e) The System Capacity Test evaluation and findings are included in the TA's final report compiled for
the ACC

f) All documentation related to the System Capacity Test is verified as complete by the TA and stored in
the master project file

g) All orders have been cancelled prior to provisioning
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6 Activities Prior to the Test

This section provides details of the activities required to prepare for the System Capacity Test for the
Arizona 3rd party testing effort.

6.1 Entrance Criteria

Prior to commencement of the System Capacity Test, the following entrance criteria need to be satisfied
and will be verified by the Pretest:

a) CTTG IMA-GUI and EDI transaction generators are operationally certified by Qwest and ready to be
tested. This includes the ability of the CTTG to isolate the performance results for the performance
measurements identified in Table 5.3-1 during the test.

b) A production environment to conduct the pre-order and order tests has been validated by the TG and
the TA to be operational

c) The scheduled dates for the System Capacity Test have been identified

d) The TA has provided the TG with the test scripts to use for generating the load volumes for the test

e) The Performance Measurement process evaluation has been successfully passed

f) The processes used to collect, analyze and report performance data have been validated for adequacy
and compliance and Qwest calculations have been determined to be accurate

g) The quantitative point at which the system performance is deemed to be unacceptable has been
identified for each of the test phases. The quantitative point will be described in terms of the
performance measurements identified in Table 5.3-1 .

h) QweSt is able to separately report results for the performance measurements identified in Table 5.3-1
during the execution of the tests. '

6.2 Activities

The Pretest activities that will occur prior to the test execution beginning are:

a) A detailed plan specifying the scope, approach, entrance, exit, and
execution requirements for the System Capacity Test will be provided and reviewed with the TG,
the CLECs, and Qwest. The TA will amend and finalize the plan as needed.

b)
Capacity Tests

The TA will prepare test scripts for the pre-order and order System

c) The System Capacity Test will be conducted from the TG's test
site. The TG's system interfaces will be designed and tested to support interface transaction
volumes for Qwest's GUI and EDI gateways and back-end pre-order and order systems.
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d) The test generator will be designed to support the replication of the
appropriate volume of test transactions from the required mix of test cases needed to support a
valid System Capacity Test

c)
4

The TA will obtain the hourly historical production volume
distribution for Qwest's GUI and EDI systems from Qwest. The test volumes during the System
Capacity Test will be patterned to follow the same hourly transaction rates as those in Qwest's
production environment. The TA will provide the TG with the required hourly mix of test
transaction volumes needed for the pre-order and order System Capacity Test

f) The TG will stage the hourly mix of transactions in the test
generator for the pre-order and order tests validated by the TA

g) Based on the Qwest and CLEC forecasts for 3Q02, the TA will
determine the test load for the pre-order and order test

h) The TA and TG Will convene a review session to ensure that a complete set of verified test scripts
for the pre-order and order tests are prepared and ready for the System Capacity Test.

6.3 Test Script Validation

CGE&Y will validate the test accounts by retrieving the CSRs for each of the accounts and compare the
information with the information received from Qwest. Additionally, the TA will insure that the Test
Accounts contain all required data to perform the test. Errors and/or omissions will be returned to Qwest
for correction.

CGE&Y will create test scripts from the test accounts and forward them to Pseudo-CLEC.
These scripts will be copies of the appropriate scripts used in the Functionality Test. Pseudo-
CLEC will input these scripts into the test harness using EDI form tool for the EDI transactions
and The MA loader for the GUI transactions.

Pseudo-CLEC will test these scripts by inputting an LSR into the appropriate gateway for each iteration
of a unique test script (Order Activity type). Qwest will cancel the LSRs by noon of the following day.

Pseudo-CLEC will test the pre-order scripts by inputting the pre-order request into the appropriate
gateway for each pre-order type (i.e. CSR FAQ) for each state.

6.4 Certification Testing \

For the System Capacity Test, Pseudo-CLEC will develop a multi-server environment, using the
Qwest developed interactive Agent (IA) software. Pseudo-CLEC will test this interface internally
with Qwest support as needed. Once developed, Pseudo-CLEC and Qwest will certify the new
interface. This test consists of Pseudo-CLEC pinging Qwest and Qwest pinging Pseudo-CLEC
to prove that connectivity exists between the two entities.
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7 Operational Readiness Test (ORT)

7.1 Purpose of the Operational Readiness Test
This section provides details of the plan for an operational readiness test of the System Capacity Test for
the Arizona 3rd party testing effort. The objectives and guidelines of the operational readiness test are
presented to ensure that an overall framework is established and agreed upon.

7.2 Objective of the Operational Readiness Test

The overall objective of the operational readiness test is to verify that all of the components of
the System Capacity Test are in place and working in a sufficient manner to enable the test to
proceed after evaluation of the results of the operational readiness test.

7.3 Scope of the Operational Readiness Test

This section describes the procedures that will be used during the execution of the operational readiness
test as well as the components that will be evaluated as part of the operational readiness test. The main
components of the operational readiness test include:

Qwest provided Test Accounts
TA provided Test Scripts
Communication between the test parties during and after the test
TG Test Transaction Generators - both GUI and EDI
TG result monitoring software and reports
Qwest systems and interfaces
Qwest Pre-order TN Reservation Scripts (AKA IRTM Scripts)
Qwest LSR and Service Order Cancellation Scripts
The reports produced and distributed by all involved parties
Daily cleanup activities associated with the test

7.4 Operational Readiness Test Logistics and Dependencies

The System Capacity Test shall not be executed until at least three weeks after the start of the Operational
Readiness Test. This is necessary to give all involved parties sufficient time to conduct root cause
analysis of any anomalies that may be discovered that are related to the test components and to rectify any
flaws in test design, test tools or testing methodology. Operational readiness testing will be conducted in
much the same fashion as the System Capacity Test: pre-order transactions and LSRs will be generated
and the pre-order and order transactions selected for the operational readiness test are processed to the
conclusion point. hi the case of LSRs, either an FOC will be produced by the LSR or the LSR will be
reflected in the non-flow-through LSR queue report produced daily by Qwest. To be a complete test, the
operational readiness test must also contain transactions that cause multiple pending orders to be placed
against the same account at the same time, so that the modification of the BPL edit to allow multiple
pending orders against a single account may be exercised. .

The operational readiness test will be held in several stages. The detailed time line is currently being
prepared by the TA and will be discussed and agreed upon by all parties prior to the test.

The following dependencies must be satisfied prior to the beginning of the operational readiness test:
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a) The test transaction generator(s) must be available and ready for the test.

b) The CTTG's ability to measure and report response times for transactions sent via the IMA-GUI and
IMA-EDI must be established.

c) The TA's reports that will be provided to Qwest must be developed, reviewed by Qwest, approved by
the Capacity Sub-committee of the TAG, and be ready for production. They are as follows:

l. Pre-Order Response Time Report. This report shows pre-order transactions separated into EDI
and GUI portions. This report will be compared to the results captured by Qwest and any
anomalies will be discussed with the test administrator.

Transaction Report for LSRs -- including breakdowns for successful orders, unsuccessful orders,
and missing or late FOCs. This report also contains daily summary totals.

Appointments Mistakenly Reserved -- This report will only be provided when the situation occurs
that Appointments for Technician Dispatch are mistakenly reserved. As part of the test, the
CTTG will be reserving appointments, however the dates of those appointments should be 36
business days from the date of the order for UNE-L and 75 business days for all other product
type. This report would contain only those appointments that were scheduled closer to the date of
the order. Qwest would use the report to return those appointments to an available status without
delay.

4. Telephone Numbers Mistakenly Reserved - This report will only be provided when the situation
occurs that Telephone Number resources are mistakenly reserved.

d) Test accounts provided by Qwest have been received and validated by the TA/TG.

e) The Qwest reports that will be provided to the TA must be developed by Qwest and reviewed by the
TA and be ready for production,

1. Response times for Pre-Order transactions (Pol report)

2. FOC Times for LSRs (P05 report)

3. CPU Utilization Report

4. Memory Usage Report

5. Disk I/O Utilization Report

6. Non-How-through LSR Queue Report

Operational Readiness Test Execution Guidelines

The following procedures will be utilized during the execution of the operational readiness test:

7.5

a) The CTTG will issue at least one preorder transaction of each type to be executed during the test in
each of Qwest's three regions, preferably in each state.

b) The CTTG will issue a combination of the activity types to be executed during the test in each of
Qwest's three regions.

c) The CTTG will issue one LSR for each test account created for the test with the following exception:
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t>

d) To ensure that the revision of the BPL edit is properly exercised, some orders during the operational
readiness test will be issued consecutively.

e) The TG will issue the LSRs over a three day period, inputting about a third of the test accounts each
day.

The TA/TG will make a call to Qwest per the plan created incase of nonna problems and one call
per the plan created in case of extraordinary problems. See Appendix A for details of these plans.
These calls will be made at times prescribed by the ORT timeline.

i)

j)

g) The TG will issue all agreed upon reports to Qwest at the prescribed time intervals detailed in the .
plan in Appendix A.

h) Qwest will increase the frequency of IRTM pre-order transactions for the TN reservation transaction
to the incremental six month level prior to the operational readiness test. This increase will remain in
place until the completion of Phase I of the System Capacity Test. Qwest shall be given 48 hours
notice to complete this activity. Qwest will notify the TA when this task is complete, This notice
window is consistent with the notice to be given during the System Capacity Test for increasing the
IRTM volumes between phases. Qwest will submit all agreed upon reports to the TA at the .
prescribed time intervals detailed in the plan in Appendix A.

Qwest will make a call to the TA/TG per the plan created in case of normal problems and a separate
call per the plan created in case of extraordinary problems. See Appendix A for details of these plans.

Qwest will complete all clean-up activities, including returning resources (TN, appointments) and
cancellations of the test LSRs and resultant Service Orders in the Service Order Processors.
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7.6 Test Check Items

The following items will be verified in the operational readiness test:

a) That the test generator can issue the types of independent preorder transactions and LSRs that are
needed for the System Capacity Test.

b) As in the System Capacity Test, all orders will be of the type that would be eligible for electronic
flow-through to FOC. If an acceptable level of flow-through is not achieved, root cause analysis shall
be undertaken in order to determine if any corrective action on the part of any of the involved parties
is appropriate.

c) Qllhat the CTTG can measure the response time for PO1 and PO5. Comparisons between measures
gathered and Qwest gathered measurements will be conducted and if the results do not agree, root
cause analysis will be undertaken in order to determine if there is a flaw in any of the applicable
algorithms.

d) That communication lines between Qwest, the TA, and the TG are established and work correctly for
the communication of both normal and extraordinary events .

e) That the Qwest Interconnect Service Centers (INC) do not process any orders generated during the
operational readiness test.

1) The INC will have instructions not to work the orders with the specified RSID.

g) The due dates for the orders are set far enough in the future to help ensure that they don't get worked.

h) That the reports can be produced and distributed by Qwest in the proper time frames.

i ) That the reports can be produced and distributed by the TG/TA in the proper time frames.

j) That cleanup activities can be properly performed by Qwest

1. Purge LSRs in the MA system and the associated service orders from the Service Order
Processor and downstream systems

2. Return reservations (both appointments and TNs) to the available pool.

7.7 Exit Criteria

The Operational Readiness Test will be considered complete when:

a) All the items in 7.6 have been checked and verified
b) All incidents that were opened in conjunction with the Operational Readiness Test have been resolved

and/or closed
c) Any changes that are required for the System Capacity Test have been made, and have

been retested.
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8 System Capacity Test

8.1 System Capacity Test Purpose

This section provides details of the plan for the System Capacity Test for the Arizona 3'd party testing effort. The
objectives and guidelines of the System Capacity Test are presented to ensure that an overall framework is
established and agreed upon.

8.2 Objective of theSystem Capacity Test

The overall objective of the System Capacity Test is to valid.ate that Qwest's OSS and
processes can handle loads equal to or greater than estimated Pre-order and Order volumes
projected one year from the date of the running of the System Capacity Test (2Q 2002 at the
established performance measures levels),

8.3 System Capacity Test Logistics and Dependencies

The System Capacity Test will be executed in four phases Test. This is necessary to insure that the
System Capacity Test does not adversely affect the Qwest production systems. The System Capacity Test
will be conducted as follows: pre-order transactions and LSRs will be generated and the pre-order and
order transactions will be processed to the conclusion point. In the case of LSRs, either an FOC will be
produced by the LSR or the LSR will be reflected in the non-flow-through LSR queue report Produced
daily by Qwest. In the case of the Pre-Order transaction, a response to the request will be received.
Requests with no responses will be listed and reported as an observation.

The System Capacity Test Time line is detailed in section 12.

The following dependencies must be satisfied prior to the beginning of the System Capacity Test:

H)

b)

The test transaction generator(s) must be available and ready for the test.

The CTTG's ability to measure and report response times for transactions sent via the IMA-GUI and
IMA-EDI must be established.

c) The TA's reports that will be provided to Qwest must be developed by the TA, reviewed by Qwest,
approved by the Capacity Sub-committee of the TAG, and be ready for production. They are as
follows:

1. Pre-Order Response Time Report. This report shows pre~order transactions separated into EDI
and GUI portions. This report will be compared to the results captured by Qwest and any
anomalies will be discussed with the test administrator.

\
2. Transaction Report for LSRs including breakdowns for successful orders, unsuccessful orders,

and missing or late FOCs. This report also contains daily summary totals.

3. Appointments Mistakenly Reserved - This report will only be provided when the situation occurs
that Appointments for Technician Dispatch are mistakenly reserved. As part of the test, the
CTTG will be reserving appointments, however the dates of those appointments should be 36
days from the date of the order for UNE-L and 75 days for POTS and other product/service types
in the System Capacity Test. CGE&Y will provide Qwest with the Due Dates used in the test at
close of business on the day of the test. This report would contain only those appointments that
were scheduled for Due Dates other than the above. Qwest would use the report to return those
appointments to an available status without delay.
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4. Telephone Numbers Mistakenly Reserved - This report will only be provided if Telephone
Number resources are mistakenly reserved.

d) Test accounts provided by Qwest have been received and validated by the TA/TG.

e) The Qwest reports that will be provided to the TA must be developed by Qwest, reviewed and
approved by the TA, and be ready for production.

1. Response times for Pre-Order transactions (P01 report)

2. FOC Times for LSRs (P05 report)

3. CPU Utilization Report

4. Memory Usage Report

5. Disk I/O Utilization Report

6. Non-How-through LSR Queue Report
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8.4 System Capacity Test Execution Guidelines

The following procedures will be utilized during the execution of the Capacity Test:

a) A11 orders will be of the type that would be eligible for electronic how-through to POC. If an
acceptable level of flow-through is not achieved, root cause analysis shall be undertaken in order to
determine if any corrective action on the part of any of the involved parties is appropriate. An
unacceptably low percentage of flow-through orders may require additional LSRs to be submitted in
order to achieve the required volumes of flow-through orders or a complete retest may be necessary.

K b) The TA Will issue all agreed upon reports to Qwest at the prescribed time intervals detailed in the
plan in Appendix A.

c) Qwest will issue all agreed upon reports to the TA at the prescribed time intervals detailed in the plan
in Appendix A.

d) The TA will analyze the System Reports to determine whether to continue to the next phase ,

e) The TA will inform Qwest to increase the frequency of IRTM pre-order transactions for the TN
reservation transaction to the incremental next level prior. Qwest shall be given notice to complete
this activity a business day before the adjustment to IRTM is required.

f> Qwest will complete all clean-up activities, including returning resources (TN, appointments) and
cancellations of the test LSRs and resultant Service Orders in the Service Order Processors at the end
of the day for each test phase.

g) Pseudo-CLEC will issue pre-orders and orders through the test harness (MA and EDI) to Qwest from
7: 00am - 6: 00pm MST (AZ time) on the day of the test.

i)

h) CGE&Y will have a representative in Salt Lake City, Utah and Phoenix, AZ (Pseudo-CLEC site) to
monitor the System Capacity Test.

Pseudo-CLEC will have an automated process ready to kick off the pre-order and order transaction
based on CGE&Y specified times. `

j) Pseudo-CLEC and CGE&Y will have all templates loaded for both EDI and MA GUI orders and
pre-orders with the correct volume ready for whatever phase the System Capacity Test is inning.

k) Pseudo-CLEC will record all response times electronically and not manually.

1) EDI FOCs will be kept electronically by Pseudo-CLEC and the MA GUI FOCs received by email
will also be tracked electronically by Pseudo-CLEC.

m) Pseudo-CLEC will provide Qwest and CGE&Y a list of all LSR IDs and PONs that ran for the
System Capacity Test the following day by l2:00pm. The purpose for this is to allow Qwest the
proper time to go back in their systems and cancel all FOCs.

n) All reports required from Pseudo-CLEC will be provided to CGE&Y within 24 hours after the
System Capacity Test has finished.

0) Pseudo-CLEC will not start resetting anything for the next System Capacity Test until a confinnation
email is received from CGE&Y to start preparing for the next phase of the System Capacity Test.

p) Pseudo-CLEC will require 5 business days to reset everything necessary to continue with the next
phase of the System Capacity Test. /
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8.5 System Capacity Test Deliverable Items

a) All volume requirements for all phases of the System Capacity Test loaded and ready at the times
specified by CGE&Y.

b) All response times measured (not calculated) for EDI and MA pre-order and LSR transactions
recorded by Pseudo-CLEC and sent to CGE&Y for calculation.

c) All FOC and rejection receipt times recorded electronically for EDI and GUI orders by Pseudo-CLEC
and sent to CGE&Y.

d) All PONs given to Qwest and CGE&Y so that Qwest can cancel all LSRs.

e) All PONs that did not receive a FOC or a rejection notice

f>
1

All reports as outlined in Appendix A

8.6 Exit Criteria

The System Capacity Test will be considered complete when

\

a) The pre-order and order System Capacity Test has been completed according to the plan
b) Phase 1,2 or 3 testing results meet the PO-1a and b and PO-5a Performance Measure

Benchmark at the required volume transactions
c) All incidents (TWos) that were opened in conjunction with the System Capacity Test have been

resolved and/or closed
d) Any changes that had to be made as a result of incidents against the 6-month test deemed

necessary, have been retested
e) The Phase 4 Test (Stress Test) has been completed, providing the System Reports indicate

that performing the Stress Test will not adversely affect the Qwest production environment
f) All of the data associated with the System Capacity Test has been captured and retained by the CTTG
g) The System Capacity Test evaluation and findings are included in the TA's final report compiled for

the ACC
h) All documentation related to the System Capacity Test is verified as complete by the TA and stored in

the master project file
Pseudo-CLEC and Qwest have competed their respective clean-up processi)
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8.7 Test Analysis

After each test execution:

a) Pseudo-CLEC and Qwest will forward the data to CGE&Y for analysis.

b) CGE&Y will analyze and report on the Performance Measures PO-Ia and b, and PO-5a as defined by
the PID.

c) CGE&Y will track PO-2, the purpose for validating the test only

d) CGE8cY will compare the data provided by Pseudo-CLEC with the data provided with Qwest
\

e) CGE&Y will compare the system data captured during the System Capacity Test with the system data
Qwest supplied to CGE&Y on a daily basis starting March 12, 2001 to establish a baseline to use as a
comparison with the results of the System Capacity Test

f) CGE&Y will provide the Reports to Capacity Sub-committee of the TAG during of each phase of the
test -

\

r

K
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9 Cleanup Process

At the end of each test phase Qwest and Pseudo-CLEC will perform dean-up operations on
LSRs and/or service orders.

a) Cleanup activities performed by Qwest
1. Purge LSRs in the MA system and the associated service orders from the Service Order

Processor.

2. Return reservations (both appointments and TNs) to the available pool.

3. Make sure all LSRs and service orders are cancelled.

4. Make sure all FOCs are cancelled.

b) Cleanup activities performed by Pseudo-CLEC

3 Clean and reset all databases for the next test.

c) Final cleanup operations on LSR and/or service orders.

Once the TA has notified Qwest that the System Capacity Test is complete, in addition to the above
activities, the IRTM scripts which had been put in place to produce additional pre-order transaction
volumes will be reduced to their normal levels.

r
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10 Operational Readiness Test Execution Time Line

This section details the daily activities and deliverables during each day of the Operational Readiness
Test.

10.1 Operational Readiness Test Time Line

Day 1 .- Run Operational Readiness Test GUI LSRs Only (9 - 1) MST

CGE&Y monitors test from PhoeniX
QwesUPseudo-CLEC/CGE&Y exercise normal Processing Procedures simulating a TG

Concern (Hour 4)
Qwest to cancel LSRs
Qwest/Pseudo-CLEC/CGE&Y convene Test review at RPM MST
Reconvene at Time TBD if necessary

Day 2 - Qwest sends the following reports to CGE&Y:
CPU Utilization (for each 10 minute interval)

Memory Usage (for each 10 minute interval)
Disk I/O Utilization (for each 10-minute interval)
Response Time for Pre-Order transactions Po=l

Pseudo-CLEC sends Status File to CGE&Y

CGE&Y sends the following reports to Qwest:
Total LSRs Sent
List of LSRs (By LSR number (when available) andPON) EDI
Response times for Pre-Order Transactions (for each 15 minute interval)
List of TNs mistakenly reserved (Should be null)
List of appointments reserved
Total FOCs Returned

•

CAGE&Y/Pseudo-CLEC/Qwest review Previous days run:
Identify any problems associated with day 1 test execution
Create action plan for error correction
Make go/no go decision for next test
CGE&Y notifies Pseudo-CLEC to prepare for next test78
CGE&Y notifies Qwest to update IRTM79

Day 3 Run Operational Readiness Test (LSRs and associated Pre-Order
Transactions) GUI & EDI (9 ._ 1) MST
Qwest provides PO-5 Report from Day 1 Test
CGE&Y to monitor test from Phoenix
Qwest/Pseudo-CLEC/CGE&Y exercise normal Processing Procedures simulating a SYAD
concern (Hour 1)
Qwest/Pseudo-CLEC/CGE&Y exercise Extraordinary Processing Procedures simulating a
Pseudo-CLEC concern (hour 4)

78 To test HP internal process. This iteration Only
79 To test Qwest internal process. This iteration Only
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• Qwest to cancel LSRs
Qwest/Pseudo-CLEC/CGE&Y convene Test review at RPM MST
Reconvene at Time TBD if necessary

Day 4 - Qwest sends to CGE&Y the following reports:
Report CPU Utilization (for each 10-minute interval)
Memory Usage(for each 10 minute interval)
Disk I/O Utilization (for each 10-minute interval)
Response Time for Pre-Order transactions (for each 15 minute interval) PO-1

Pseudo-CLEC sends Status File to CGE&Y
CGE&Y sends the following reports to Qwest:
Total LSRs Sent
List of LSRs (By LSR number (when available) and PON) EDI
Response times for Pre-Order Transactions
List of TNs mistakenly reserved (Should be null)
List of appointments reserved
Total FOCs Returned
CAGE&Y/Pseudo-CLEC/Qwest review Previous days run
Identify any problems associated with day 8-test execution
Plan of action for error correction created
Make go/no go decision for next test
CGE&Y notifies Pseudo-CLEC to prepare for next test

Day 5- Run Operational Readiness Test (100% of LSRs and associated Pre-Order
Transactions) EDI & GUI Only (9 -. 1) MST

CGE&Y to monitor test from Phoenix
Qwest/Pseudo-CLEC/CGE&Y exercise Extraordinary Processing Procedures simulating a
SYAD concern (Hour 4)
Qwest cancels LSRs
QWEST cancels TN reservations
Qwest/Pseudo-CLEC/CGE&Y convene Test review at ZPM MST
Reconvene at Time TBD if necessary

•

Day 6 - Qwest sends the following reports to CGE&Y:
CPU Utilization (for each 10 minute interval)
Memory Usage (for each 10 minute interval)
Disk I/O Utilization (for each 10 minute interval)
Response Time for Pre-Order transactions PO-1
Pseudo-CLEC sends Status Log to CGE&Y
CGE&Y sends the following reports to Qwest:
Total LSRs Sent
List of LSRs (By LSR number (when available) and PON) EDI
Response times for Pre-Order Transactions (for each 15 minute interval)
List offs mistakenly reserved (Should be null)
List of appointments reserved
Total FOCs Returned

• CAGE&Y/Pseudo-CLEC/Qwest review Previous days run
Identify problems associated with day 10 test execution
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Plan of action for error correction created
Make go/no go decision for next rest
CGE&Y notifies Pseudo-CLEC to prepare for next test

Day 7 - Qwest provides PO-5 Report from Day 5 Test '
• CAGE&Y/Qwest/Pseudo-CLEC determine if EDI phase of the Operational Readiness Test is

complete

w
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11 Test Execution Time Line

This section details the daily activities and deliverables during each day of the System Capacity Test.

11.1 System Capacity Test Time Line

Day 1 - Run System Capacity Test Phase 1
Day 2 - Qwest sends the following reports to CGE&Y:

CPU Utilization (for each 10 minute interval)
Memory Usage (for each 10 minute interval)
'Disk I/O Utilization (for each 10 minute interval)

LSR # and/or PON # of orders (on a daily basis) for which FOCs were not sent.
These would include LSRs that had gone to an error queue or to the INC for
manua l  hand l i ng.

Response Time for Pre-Order transactions

CAGE&Y/Qwest  make  go/no go deci s ion for  next  phase  of t es t
If yes, Qwest updates IRTM with next test load for TN Reservation transaction (Qwest requires one
business day)

Pseudo-CLEC sends Status Log to CGE&Y
CGE&Y sends the following reports to Qwest:
Total LSRs Sent
List of LSRs (By LSR number (when available) and PON) EDI
List of LSRs (By PON) GUI
Response times for Pre-Order Transactions
List of TNs mistakenly reserved (Should be null)
List of appointments reserved

CGE&Y be gi ns  t o a na l yze  da t a
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Day 3 - Pseudo-CLEC sends to CGE&Y list of FOCs returned via Email (FOCs for LSRs issued via
MA)

CGE&Y sends to Qwest the following report
Total FOCs Returned
List of FOCs (By PON and LSR number)
CGE&Y continues to analyze data ,
CGE&Y informs Pseudo-CLEC to prepare for next test (Pseudo-CLEC requires 5 days to
reset harness)
Qwest sends to CGE&Y POC report (PO-5)

Day 4 - Test preparation (Pseudo4CLEC) `
Day 5 - Test preparation (Pseudo-CLEC)
Day 6 -. Ready to run next phase of System Capacity Test

Repeat for days 6 -11 (Phase 2 or Phase 4)
Repeat for days 12 -17 (Phase 3 or Phase 4 if necessary)
Repeat for day 18 -23 (Phase 4 if necessary)

>

Version 2.02 07/25/01 Cap Gemini Ernst & Young, 2001 _ all rights reserved.
Cap Gemini East & Young PROPRIETARY- Use Pursuant to Company Instruction

35



- a

3318

tm-

-uea>
8Q)

M UU
o .E
Lm I-

LI)
mvi»-1

in"E
»-IH

cm
L.
Q)

-u
I-l

O

3
4 -
m
cm
U)
ca
u

U
O
Lx.

U
O
LL

U
O
Lx.

U
Ou.

U
O
UP

U
O
Le

z
o
BE

UD
ucu
'UG.)
no

mQ
'U
GJ4-4
o
cu
8
nd14

8
' U
D4-4
u
Ra

'CJ
D
Cd

F l
Q

r - 1
' U
u
l-I
u
Eu

8
D11
1 1

l""1
G
: .
1 :
U4-0
0
cu
8
QS1

9
C

U
U4-»
Q
cu

' U
U

Cd

at
oz
m
.1

\ D
V u
<1
l"|
N
--4

o f
V I
<1-
m
¢'~I
- 1

cm
ow
< r
m
C*1

ca
i n
q
m
l.'\l'

l

--4
\O
Wt
m
N
1--4

(*|
\O
W
m
Cal

5
o

D
LIJ

5
Lu

5
UJ

.3
UJ

5
<3

5
(D

3
<9

- a
4.)
>

48
u
ea

a n

Lu
o
L-
1...

R a

ea

E
E-

4)
3
2

o
8 E
»-1 E-*

ca
Sua
G.)

9
O

2mcm
q)
U
u
:scm
c

D

0
i n
Ncmm
U

E
» .
o
x:

I-U

0
an
cu
in
vo
U

2
1-4
C
L
\-d

LL]

0
an
m
VI
m
o

E
8

LU

as
w
cu
cm
m
0

2
Lu!

Q
CI

II-I

q]
an
cu
m
UP
U

E
1-»
o
Li
Ld

L u

U
a n
au
U]
UP
u

2
L l
o
LE
Lm

L U

z
O
Q*

V"i
Q

-=::
0
4-1
u
M

' U
U

Nd
4.-...a

\C
Q1
Lg'
U+4
o
cu
'U0
Rx\..._.|

r'-
0

1

U
uWe
u
cu

' o
U

» =:_

of
Q
¢-4
1--1
':J
U*J
J

CG
' G
u

QS
1

o * ~
Q
- 4

-cm
q.)H
u
cu

' U
U

Q
l-'1
-cs
uan
u
cs

'U
U

ad
l-d

8
DO
m
»-I

' C r
\ D
<1 -
m
N
v - 4

I f )
\ O
</-
m
f.'~l

\D
\O
~=r
m
IN
1-1

E
Lu

E
L i l

ET
LY-I

5
(D

5o 5
U

Ia
m

:La
8 .E
>-1 t-

*UP
U
O
LE
8

,3
a n
c
vo

.52
E

(_ )
o
u .
o

z

U
O
u.
o
z

U
o
L L
O

z

U
oLL
o
z

Q .

O
L m.

O

z

8
oz.

2°

z
oa.

u-o

_ l

GJan
U
<0

"3
94

e ~ I

' U
U4-1
u
d

' D
U

PP

( " " l

- 1

' U
G.)
4 - 4
o
c u

- c s
U

D O

<1 -
f - 1
» - 4

'U
8)*i
u
as

' U
GJ

¢=¢ _

i n

' U
CD4-1
u
cu
13
4)

Cd

\ D
1"-4
F*1
1"
" U
2
Q
cu

' U
D

MI-_.r

DO
w
>_I

m
N D
< !
E * 1
o x
1- - 1

==r
M n
==r
( f l
c y
- 1

V I
4 :
" : r
i f )
i v
- \ - 4

8
>
Q
LI-I

E
LU

EHJ E
I-IJ

5
U

5
CJ

5
LE

Ce

I

E D
99
<8§
ago
» -=
* - E t

=88 1

O
' n
o
:=

1:3
m

w t "
om > »

G
as
QS
E

t o
C J
O4-1

A
cm
a.>

E-<
ino
F-

4-D

8 $2
go G.)

" 0  ' U
,__ :--|
o Q
I- , 1-4

o4 9  L » - .
" 5  ' U
Q) U.)
: > >
3 a>
Q o

c.> 8l - u  * - - /
I

I

ea 88
<=:<EE

>~.
. * :
O
cu
Q _
KS

U

84-J
cm
> » I I

UP
G )

. o z
4 -»

>~.
4.4....
u
8
Q.
cs

u
E
U)4.a
w
> .

n o

m m
U  U
O  o
L l -  L v . .

I

cy
r :
o
N
x.

< 1

in ~r\
ON o
N 4'
N

- o
, »\  0 )
' u  8
+ 4  0
3 8
Q )  c o
>< vo

L1-1 m
8  3

3  1 :
4-1 8
8  0

m
0.)

G s

2 8
Q u

be
. E
5-1
:
' U
-cs
u
O
:

' U
O
5-4
Q*

Q)Q)
.oz -5
4-»
cm nm

GJ
- D
p - 4p - 4

Ur:

:Ra in
3  . :
9~ E-»

Q
QN.§

1~
8
4 . »I-
o
n.Ia
as

o
u
Q
w

=
E
E-1

E
go

E T

:>L
gm
.98._.,_up
~2

8
om
813.
c a n

go
;>~

°84 -
EEmu

* " . a
g--4

88
"Qgo

4 -
Q

. C I4 4
cm

as
.§
E-

»~ :
4 Lil

8i>5
8x<=3

8
<9
*:
o
Q..
G.)$4

Q.-4 .
: ::P~

G )
. -C I
4 -»

I 1

m
w
¢s

E
LI
Q

Fit
H
r-4
o
Q..
ea

an

3 3
419

'B 3;
- = - ' . : :
W h o
= I : :o

-ca

'EDU 8 8
35: '68e.. >-4

§8£28@n o

9888
Eur; in

c c V '4448 mm
maze- "1»-J

8 8gnlwr

o

v-4

in
(\l
\

8
Cd
be
=

' p p

3
O

N
1 - 1

l
F-4
O

Lu

N
q
N
s:
o
Ia#4
(U

;>



- c s:8.2
E E
==:
we:

:svo
o

Rx
u
m
.1
U

;-.
o
N

E
o
ea
Q

a-
o4-»
cs
LI
Q
E

z

>~.
as

Q

.=u
r:
o
2

>.LE
o
beas
i d8
U o

<8
4

o
>
<:

:4
m
o

o
<
LIE

3
=O

Qeo
>-I

O
<4
w

O
4
z
I-<

o*
<
<4

O
>
<

£14
m
U

8"
F-In

T:
=,
O
a.
o
e
4

o
<cm

O
<
z
P-°

_he
-c
Q

2
Q
W

>-I
Q
Ra

Q
r-4

Q
£21

1-4

Q
FIG

>-4
Q
L i l

)-4
Q
LII

<
8

<
E

<
E

<1
E

<1
E

<
E

<
E

'T
O
D-4
eH
oz
.-
-sL..
ouU
d
-ou
Eu-u
su-
acQ
u
.D
8'
3
3
.E
P*
eam
=
o
nm
o

cs
-):

o

<'
1-4

I

o
D-4

q.
8<c
<
E
o
u

cm

at>
<
LI
2
:x
'U
0

. c
o

cm
*g
Q
Q

<
vo
U
E--4
I -
oin
is
D-m
0
94
$4
0

-cLE

Q
ox..

Q-

>
o

Q
'Os-.
as
'O
M

4-»

cm

1-1

Q
o

-;
m

o
DO
U
I-Y-I
» -I
U

m
n .
1-4

La
o

4-1
cy

E
o

Q)

E
BE
O...
cy
x. .

o
E
5
Z

of
\O_.
.-.

u4-4
Eu

Q

u
Ia
=
O
o.

LE
q)

- o
L..

9 m
"cl Ku
Q M

o

r

as

.E
P'
' U
=

Rf:::.
gg U
O" 4.)

*Hm
ea
I..

Eu

in
<u
3
o
Q..
a.>

QS
D

.5
<9

c
:vs

c

<1.>
4-1
so

' U

G.)
_c:
4-1

:

44
O
5
in'in

t\ E
M >~

c:
<8
DO
E
O

U
o4-1

¢-0
c
cc
3mL..

. :s
-u Q-.

3 8
1-.a> DG.)

£ : Ia I

I:-o24-c:

8

cm

cm

..::
F-'

> .1-4
r :
o

G.)
4-1
cu

-ca

G)

e
m

UP

H 3
E-'--J

83
*Et
'EF-4

"Hz
CLYI

o

inL.o
'oL.c
aQ
Z
9'

8 3
8 Q..

A of
of :
G :s¢~
3>~>-=8

o

as

Lr]
Z
D
'c
=w
2N
wu
m

*L
L..

1-v O
c Q..3 Q

n
: *-
* o81
< Q*
as *G3 o
Q P'

98°
E 8
g. Q..
pa Eu
M U

9
8
E

on

Q

N

_r
3 >

33
s o
=;:
98:Si
as*ow;

go. Ev

2733

kg
88We.

88
U

L.
e
L.
Q4-a
8
L..
ea
=

8

'U
to

TE
>
OLo
so..
4-em
GJ
2
o
g
.*.:
2

'tn£8
'a
s:
o
Q
8
0
-Q

*Iim
Q

H

r -

E'o
' G
E a

><

9>, Q
g m

_n t"
E E as
-E

0
.g

EF'
23
88.
O m

'38
§
U"UGs.
: 3
as8

U

E
Ill

3

v-4
o
in
('\l

>.
.Q
'c
8
wl~ea
=
an
gr
O'
<
z
5-

(\l
Q
('\l
c
O..-
U)5-4
U
>



13 APPENDIX A Communications and Problem Notification Plans

13.1 Observation of Qwest operations by TA

The Test Administrator (TA) will be monitoring from Qwest's MA Operations Center (located in Salt
Lake City, Utah) to observe Qwest's ability to handle the additional load due to the System Capacity Test
with their existing hardware. There will also be observation by the TA from the Test Generator (TG)
designated location to ensure that the test is being performed to the test specification. The dates on which
the observations will occur will not be announced in advance to Qwest. Upon the arrival of the TA
representatives at the Qwest MA Operations Center, they will call the Qwest MA Application System
Administrators (SYADs) by telephone and the SYADs will assist the TA representatives to gain entry
into the Operations Center to conduct the observation.

While on-site, the TA will refrain firm asldng questions so as not to impair normal operations. Any
questions, clarifications, or request for documentation will be provided in writing to the Qwest Core
Testing Team after the observations.

13.2 Normal Processing Procedures During Testing

Qwest system administration will follow normal practices during the System Capacity Test. At any time
during the third-party testing effort, if the actions of the TG begin to cause system impacts of concern to
the SYADs, the TA will be contacted using the telephone number and/or pager number supplied below in
the Normal Processing Procedures section.

The Qwest number for problems that the TG would call seeking assistance with problems determined to
be "normal" problems is the Wholesale Systems Help Desk at [Redacted].

The Pseudo-CLEC contact that Qwest SYADs will call to discuss "normal" trouble situations is:
[Redacted] at [Redacted] or email [Redacted] or fax [Redacted]

13.3 Extraordinary Processing Procedures

If Qwest SYADs or other Qwest testing personnel determine that it is necessary to inform the TG that
there is the need to halt the orders being issued for the test due to extraordinary circumstances, Qwest will
contact the TG and determine the appropriate action including cessation of the test.

Likewise, if the necessity arises for the TG or TA to contact Qwest, either party may do so.

The Qwest number for extraordinary events is [Redacted]. If this telephone number is busy, the caller is
rolled to voicemail. Alternate numbers to use are the Client Services Hotline at [Redacted], Contact
names at the Salt Lake Center are [Redacted] (pager [Redacted]) and [Redacted] (pager [Redacted]).

The Pseudo-CLEC number for extraordinary events is [Redacted] ([Redacted])
A backup pager number is [Redacted] ([Redacted])

13.4 Time Intervals for Delivering Test Reports

The TA will notify Qwest when to increase the IRTM scripts to account for the Reserve Telephone
Number Pre-order transaction. The revised scripts will be put in place by the Qwest IRTM team. Such
notification to Qwest will be made two weeks in advance of the first test and 48 hours in advance of each

/
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subsequent test phase. Notification to Qwest of the days on which System Capacity Tests are run will be
made on each of the days after testing stops. Qwest will produce the Performance Measure Reports
promised to the TA only for those days. Additionally, Qwest will provide System Reports on a daily basis
beginning March 12, 2001, Likewise, the TA will produce the reports promised to Qwest on those days.
All reports will be transmitted by electronic mail and transmitted as an Excel spreadsheet with the
exception of the LSR Report, which will be transmitted as an Excel spreadsheet as well as a text file.

13.4.1 Qwest Provided Reports

When Qwest is given notification, it will provide the following reports to the TA. These reports will be
delivered to the TA on the next business day following the day of the request for reports.

13 .4. 1 . 1 PERFORMANCE MEASURE REPORTS

•

•

Response Time for Pre-Order transactions

pow times for  LSRs (% within 20 minutes)8°

13.4. 1 .SYSTEM REPORTS

CPU Utilization (for each 10 minute interval)
Memory Usage (for each 10 minute interval)
Disk I/O Utilization (for each 10 minute interval)

l3.4.1.3LSR REPORT

LSR # and/or PON # of orders (on a daily basis) for which FOCs were not sent. These would
include LSRs that had gone to an error queue or to t.he INC for manual handling.

13.4.2 TA/TG Provided Reports

The TG wil l  provide to the TA with the raw data and the TA wil l  provide to Qwest the fol lowing reports.
The reports (unless otherwise specified) wi l l  be del ivered to Qwest on the day after the System Capacity
Test :

13 .4.2. 1 GENERAL REPORTS

Total FOCs returnedgl
Response times for Pre-Order transactions
List of LSRs (LSR # and PON) with total number of transactions. The TA will provide to Qwest a
list of LSRs (by LSR # and PON) for which the TA has received an FOC or has otherwise accounted
for (for example they saw the LSR on the LSR Report that Qwest provides). This report will give

80 The PO-5 Reports will be delivered 2 business days after test execution.
81 GUI FOCs will be delivered within 48 hours after test execution.
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Qwest notification that it may cancel/purge these LSRs in the MA system and the associated service
orders (SO) from the service order processor.
List of Appointments reserved by the TG and of TNs that were mistakenly reserved. These
reservations need to be returned to the available pool as soon as possible to avoid impacts to
customers.

13 .4.2.2 PERFORMANCE MEASURE REPORTS

•

•

Response Time for Pre-Order transactions
FOC times for LSRs (% within 20 minutes)83

13.4.3 Pseudo-CLEC provided Data

Pseudo-CLEC will provide the following information to CGE8¢Y within 48 hours after test
execution:

All response times measured (not calculated) for EDI and MA pre-order transactions and sent to
CGE&Y for calculation. (within 24 hours)

All POC times recorded electronically for EDI orders. (within 24 hours)

All FOC times recorded electronically for MA responses. being sent from (within 24 hours)

All PONs given to CGE&Y so that Qwest can cancel all POCs. (within 24 hours)

LSR information for CGE&Y reports to Qwest. (within 24 hours) I

13.4.4 Report Contacts

The reporting contact for the Qwest organization will be Merrill Bennett. He may be reached at (303)-
965-4357 or by email at mxbenn3@qwest.com. The reporting contact for the TA will be Jerry Stroud.
He may be reached at 480-736-8500.

82 Partial List will be delivered within 24 hours, linell report will be issued within 48 hours after test execution.
83 The PO-5 Report will be delivered 5 business days after test execution
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14 APPENDIX B Stand Alone Pre-Order Transactions

Below is the formula to calculate the number of standalone preorder transactions that Pseudo-CLEC
needs to execute, description of the steps involved and an illustrative calculation:

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

1721
x.5.8152

10,008
-3012 (1) * 1.75 Pseudo-

Daily Incremental LSR Vol.
X Ratio of5.8152

Total Incremental LSR Vol.
-- MA Pre-Order

CLEC Generated (5)
Total Stand Alone PT Trans.

x Percentage Per
PO Transaction

(6)
(7)

1) This represents the daily incremental volumes of LSRS at the 6, 9 and 12-month levels. The
calculation will need to be done for the necessary hourly increments related to 6, 9 and 12 month
increments. The illustration shows that 1721 incremental LSRs are to be executed in a day.

2) This is the ratio of preorder transactions to an order. It accounts for all preorder transactions: those
issued as standalone transactions by CLECs, those related to an order and those executed downstream
by MA. It was detennined using all of 1999 and 2000 data.

3) This is the total incremental pre-order transaction volumes that is calculated by multiplying (l) x (2).
4) This is the MA-generated preorder transactions by order type.

a) An address validation is executed for every incremental LSR that Pseudo-CLEC will execute.
b) A customer service record (CSR) is generated for 75% of the incremental LSRs. The reason for

this is that CSR's are NOT needed for New Connects, Order Type "N", and they make up
approximately 25% of total LSRs based on actual numbers from Jan-00 thru Jun-00.

Therefore, the daily incremental LSR volume (1) needs to.be multiplied by 1.75 to an'ive at the
number of HVIA-generated preorder transactions. This result needs to be subtracted from the total
incremental preorder transaction volumes (3) because the MA-generated transactions is part of the
preorder transaction ratio. To avoid double dipping, the number of MA-generated transactions needs
to be subtracted.

5) This represents the total number of Pseudo-CLEC-generated preorder transactions. It is calculated by
taldng the number of preorder transactions by order type contained in the TSD x the volumes of
orders by order type. ,

6) This is the total number of stand alone preorder transactions that Pseudo-CLEC needs to submit. It is
derived by subtracting the number of MA preorder transactions (4) and Pseudo-CLEC-generated
transactions associated with an order (5) from the total incremental LSR volume (3).

7) This represents percentage frequency of preorder transactions by transaction type. It was determined
by using actual percentages. The following percentages need to be applied against the total number
of stand alone preorder transactions that Pseudo-CLEC needs to submit (6) to determine the hourly
number of preorder transaction by transaction type.

The percentages are:
a) Address Validation = 39% of total PO Transactions
b) CSR Retrieval = 31% of total PO Transactions
c) Appointment Retrieval/Reservation = 1% of total PO Transactions
d) Service Availability = 4% of total PO Transactions
e) Facility Availability = 4.5% of total PO Transactions
f) TN Reservations = 20.5% of total PO Transactions
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Core Set of LSRs for System Capacity Test (12 Month)
Scenario Types by % of Orders #of Orders

% of
Orders

Product/Activity (approximate) (approximate)

LNP Only 51.08% 2332
LNP (V) 13.66% 319
LNP (Z) 86.34° /o 2014

100.00%
UNE Loop with LNP 5.26% 240

Retail to UNE Loop Conversion
(V)

20.67% 50

Retail to UNE Loop Conversion
(2)

79.33% 191

100.00%
UNE Loop without
L.NP

24.34% 1111

Retail to UNE Loop Conversion
(v )

3.70% 41

UNE Loop - New (N) 77.94% 866
UNE Loop - Disconnect D 18.36% 204

100.00%
Resale 16.25% 742

Retail to Resale Conversion V 8.80% 65
Retail to Resale Conversion Z 15.10% 112
Resale -.. New (N) 6.30% 47
Resale - Change C 40.40% 300
Resale - Disconnect (D) 29.40% 218

100.00%
UNE-P 3.09% 141

Retail to UNE-P Conversion (V 8.80% 12
Retail to UNE-P Conversion (Z 15.10% 21
UNE-P -. New (N) 6.30% 9
UNE-P - Change C 40.40% 57
UNE-P -. Disconnect (D 29.40% 41

100.00%
Totals 100.02% Totals 4566

15 APPENDIXC System Capacity Test LSR Mix
.f
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Core Set of LSRs for System Capacity Test 9 Month
Scenario Types by % of Orders #of Orders

% of
Orders

Product/Activity (approximate) (approximate)

LNP Only 60.82% 1562
LNP (v) 13.67% 214
LNP (Z) 86.33% 1349

100.00%
UNE Loop with LNP 5.28% 136

Retail to UNE Loop Conversion
(V)

20.67% 28

Retail to UNE Loop Conversion
(Z)

79.33% 108

100.00%
UNE Loop without
LNP

16.64% 427

Retail to UNE Loop Conversion
(V)

3.70% 15

UNE Loop - New (N 77.94% 333
UNE Loop -. Disconnect D 18.36% 78

100.00%

Resale 14.50% 373
Retail to Resale Conversion W 6.30% 23
Retail to Resale Conversion V 2.50% 9
Retail to Resale Conversion Z 15.10% 56
Resale - New (N 6.30% 23
Resale - Change ( C 40.40% 150
Resale .- Disconnect (D) 29.40% 110

UNE-P 2.76% 100.00% 71

Retail to UNE-P Conversion V 8.80% 6
Retail to UNE-P Conversion Z 15.10% 11
UNE-P - New N 6.30% 4
UNE-P - Change ( C ) 40.40% 29
UNE-P - Disconnect D 29.40% 21

100.00%
Totals 100.00% Totals 2569

r

J
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Core Set of LSRs for System Capacity Test 6 Month
Scenario Types by % of Orders #of Orders

% o f

Orders
Product/Activity (approximate) (approximate)

LNP Only 54.30% 935
LNP (V) 13.67% 128
LNP (Z) 86.33% 807

100.00%
UNE Loop with LNP 5.77% 99

Retail to UNE Loop Conversion
(v )

20.67% 21

Retail to UNE Loop Conversion
(2)

79.33% 7 9

100.00%
UNE Loop without
LNP

15.18% 261

Retail to UNE Loop Conversion
(v )

3.70% 10

UNE Loop - New (N 77.94% 204
UNE Loop - Disconnect (D) 18.36% 48

100.00%
Resale 20.76% 357

Retail to Resale Conversion W 6.30% 23
Retail to Resale Conversion (V 2.50% 9
Retail to Resale Conversion Z 15.10% 54
Resale - New (N 6.30% 23
Resale .... Change ( C 40.40% 144
Resale - Disconnect (D 29.40% 105

100.00%
UNE-P 3.96% 68

Retail to UNE-P Conversion V 8.80% 6
Retail to UNE-P Conversion Z 15.10% 10
UNE-P .- New (N) 6.30% 4
UNE-P - Change ( C ) 40.40% 28
UNE-P -- Disconnect (D) 29.40% 20

100.00%
Totals 99.97% Totals 1722
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Pre-Order Query for each System Capacity Test Order Service Request (12Month)

Order Type Service Request
Activ ityl Product

CSR Addr
Val

TN
Rqst*

Sew
Avail

Appt Sched
Dispatch)

Facil
Avail

Loop
Qual

LNP Only
LNP (v) 319 319
LNP (Z) 2014 2014

UNE Loop
with LNP

Retail to UNE Loop
Conversion (V)

50 50 7 35 7 7

Retail to UNE Loop
Conversion (Z)

191 191 29 133 29 29

UNE Loop
w/0LNP

Retail to UNE Loop
Conversion (V)

41 41 6 29 6 6

UNE Loop - New N 866 866 866 866
t

'3connec_ D'LoOPoNE
D)

204 204

Resale

Retail to Resale
Conversion (W)

0 0

Retail to Resale
Conversion (V)

65 65 65 10 10

Retail to Resale
Conversion (Z)

112 112 112 17 17

Resale .- New (N 47 47 47 47 47 47
Resale - Change C 300 300 45 300 45 45
Resale - Disconnect D 218 218

UNE-P
Retail to UNE-P
Conversion (V)

12 12 12 2 2

Retail to UNE-P
Conversion (Z)

21 21 21 3 3

UNE-P .- New (N) 9 9 9 9 9 9
UNE-P - Change C 57 57 9 57 9 9
UNE-P .- Disconnect D 41 41

TOTAL
Pseudo-CLEC

3645 4567 151 1687 141 1049 964

Standalone 1971 2480 1303 254 64 286
Total Pre-
Order

5616 7046 1455 1941 204 2857, 964

16 APPENDIX D System Capacity TestPre-Order MIX

)
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Pre-Order Query for each System Capacity Test Order Service Request (9 Month)

Order Type Service Request -
Activity / Product

CSR Addr
Val

TN
Rqst*

Serv
Avail

Appt Sched
( dispatch)

Facil
Avail

Loop Qual

LNP Only
LNP (v) 214 214
LNP (Z) 1349 1349

UNE Loop
with LNP

Retail to UNE Loop
Conversion (V)

28 28 28 4 4

Retail to UNE Loop
Conversion (Z)

108 108 108 16 16

UNE Loop
w/0 LNP

Retail to UNE Loop
Conversion (V)

16 16 16 2 2

UNE Loop -. New N 333 333 333 333
UNE Loop .- Disconnect
(D)

78 78

Resale

Retail to Resale
Conversion (W)

23 23

Retail to Resale
Conversion (v)

9 9 9 1 1

Retail to Resale
Conversion (Z)

56 56 56 8 8

Resale - New N 23 23 23 23 23 23
Resale - Change (C 150 150 150 23 23
Resale - Disconnect D 110 110

UNE-P
Retail to UNE-P
Conversion (V)

6 6 6 1 1

Retail to UNE-P
Conversion (Z)

11 11 11 2 2

UNE-P -. New N 4 4 4 4 4 4
UNE-P - Change C) 29 29 29 4 4
UNE-P - Disconnect D) 21 21

TOTAL
Pseudo-CLEC

2208 2569 28 774 67 423 384

Standalone 1237 1556 818 160 40 180
Total Pre-
Order

3445 4125 846 934 107 603 884
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Pre-Order Query for each System Capacity Test Order Service Request (6 Month)

Order Type Service Request -. Activity /
Product

CSR Addr
Val

TN Rqst* Serv
Avail

Appt Sched
(Dispatch

Only)

Facil
Avail

Loop Qual

LNP Only LNP (v) 128 128
LNP 2> 807 807

UNE Loop
with LNP

Retail to UNE Loop
Conversion (V)

21 21 21 3 21

Retail to UNE Loop
Conversion (Z)

79 79 7 9 12 7 9

Retail to UNE Loop
Conversion (V)

10 10 10 1 10

UNE Loop
without LNP

UNE Loop -- New (N) 204 204 204 204

UNE Loop - Disconnect
(0)

48 48

Resale
Retail to Resale
Conversion (W)

23 23 23

Retail to Resale
Conversion (v)

9 9 9 9 1

Retail to Resale
Conversion (Z)

54 54 54 54 8

Resale - New N 23 23 23 23 23 23
Resale -. Change C) 144 144 144 144 22
Resale - Disconnect (D) 105 144

UNE-P
Retail to Resale
Conversion (V)

6 6 6 6 1

Retail to Resale
Conversion (Z)

10 10 10 10 2

Resale .- New (N 4 4 4 4 4 4
Resale - Change C 28 28 28 28 4
Resale - Disconnect D 20 28

TOTAL
Pseudo-CLEC

1491 1768 27 591 301 285 340

Standalone 682 858 451 88 22 99
Total Pre-
Order

2173 2626 478 679 323 384 340

* TN RequeSts will be input by IRTM

\
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State Percent of Total
(Approximate)

Arizona 9.9%
Utah 13.8%
Colorado 23.0%
Iowa 3.0%
Idaho 1.2%

Minnesota 13.8%

Montana 3.7%
North Dakota 2.0%
Nebraska 1.3%

New Mexico 1.6%

Oregon 4.7%
South Dakota 0.5%
Washington 21.5%
Wyoming 0.2%

Sum of
Incremental

100.00%

Hour
MST

% per hour
(Approximate)

7:00 AM 8.81%
8:00 AM 9.95%
9:00 AM 11.11%

10:00 AM 10.06%
11:00 PM 9.66%
12:00 PM 10.05%
1:00 PM 10.13%
2:00 PM 8.57%
3:00 PM 7.30%
4:00 PM 6.66%
5:00 PM 7.69%

TOTAL 100%

17 APPENDIX E System Capacity Test Transaction Distribution

\
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Tracking Number
PON(Optional)

Date/Time of Incident
Initiator
Initiator's Email
Initiator's Number
Severity Level
Date /Time CGE&Y advised of Incident
Qwest SPOC Referred Time
Date/Time Referred to TAG

Detail description of the incident

2

(TAG Comments or Objections)

(Closing remarks)

18 APPENDIX F Incident Work Order Form Example

INCIDENTWORK ORDER FORM

Description of Incident

Owest SPOC Owest estimated completion date

Owest Proposed Resolution

DATE Referred to TAG:

Date Closed:

K
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CCNA R C for all activity
types except for
Disconnect

PON R R

VER C 0
LSR no. C N

•LOC TY R N
HTQTY 0 N
AN C R for Conv As

Specified
O for all other
activity types

Per LSOG 3:
Required when the ATN Held
is not populated.
Required when the EAN field
on the EU form is blank or
when a new AN is required.

NAN C for Conv As
Specified
N for all other
activity types

This field is not contained in
LSOG 3. This entry is
required when the AN (the
line that Qwest uses as the
BTN) is moved from Qwest
to another co-provider
account on a partial
conversion. This means that
the primary AN is no longer
serviced by Qwest, therefore
a new primary AN must be
designated for the lines
remaining with Qwest.

ATN C N Per LSOG 3:
Required when the AN field
is not populated.
Required when the EATN
field on the EU form is blank
or when a new ATN is
required.

SC R N Per Qwest:
Qwest generated. Qwest
does not expect to see this
field populated.

pG_op_ R O
D/TSENT R R
CLEC D/TSENT N This field is not contained in

LSOG 3.
DDD R R
APPTIME 0 N for Disconnects

O for all other
activity types

APT CON N This field is not contained in

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Appendix Q - LSOG 3 Comparison

LSR Form for Unbundled Loop
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DDDO C N Per LSOG 3:
Required when the service is
to be suspended and the DDD
field is populated with a
restoral date.
Required for short term
service (e.g. trade shows) and
the DDD field is populated
with an install date.
Required for dual service, or
when the DDDO is different
from the DDD for an outside
move.

APPTIME o N
DFDT C N Per LSOG 3:

Prohibited when the first
position of the REQTYP
field is "G", "H" or "J",
otherwise optional.

PROJECT O o Per Qwest:
Qwest will automatically
project manage requests of
more than 25 loops or
requests requiring out-of-
hours cuts. A co~provider
can indicate an entry of
"Requested," however,
Qwest will not provide
project handling unless the
previously defined criteria
are met.

CHC o N for Disconnects
O for all other
activity types

TEST N for Disconnects
O for all other
activity types

This field is not contained in
LSOG 3.
Per Qwest:
TEST indicates the type of
test (if any) that is requested.
If CHC = Y, allowed values
for TEST are B, N, and
blank. If CHC = N or blank,
allowed values are A, N, or
blank.

REQTYP R R
ACT R R
CONVIND C for Conv As

Specified
N for all other
activity types

This field is not contained in
LSOG 3.
Per Qwest:
This Held is required if
converting from a TN based
service to a loop.

SUP C C

.

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test
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EXP
gag#r .

AFO C N Per LSOG 3:
Required when the associated
request fonn(s) is applicable
and sent, otherwise
prohibited.

RTR R R
CC C N Per LSOG 3;

Required when the CCNA
field is "CUS", otherwise
optional,

AENG 0 N for Disconnects
O for all other
activity esI

ALBR O N for Discoing-:cts
O for all other
activity types

SCA O N for Disconnects
O for all other
activity types

AGAUTH C R for New Installs
and Conv As
Specified
N for all other
activity types

Per LSOG 3:
Required when the customer
is acting as an end user agent,
otherwise optional.

DATED C R for New Installs
and Conv As
Specified
N for all other
activity types

7

Per LSOG 3:
Required when the
AGAUTH field is NY"
otherwise optional.

AUTHNM O O for New Installs
and Conv As
Specified
N for all other
activity types

PORTTYP C N Per LSOG 3:
Required when the first
position of the REQTYP
field is "F" or "M", otherwise
prohibited.

ACTL C N Per LSOG 3:
Prohibited when the first
position of the REQTYP
field is "D", "Eu, "G", vIn or
"J", otherwise optional.

AI C N Per LSOG 3:
Required when the APOT

c N for Disconnects
C for all other
activity types

Per LSOG 3:
Required when desired due
date is less than the standard
interval for the provisioning
of the service, otherwise
optional.

NO QWEST CONDITIONS
LISTED.

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test
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field is populated, otherwise
prohibited.

APOT C N for Disconnects
C for all other
activity types

Per Qwest:
Either the APOT or CFA on
the LS form is required on all
activity types except D. If an
entry appears in this field,
then the CFAfield on the LS
form must be blank. If no
entry appears in this field,
then an entry is required in
the CFA field.
Per LSOG 3:
Required when the ACTL
field does not identify the
specific physical termination
point of the service,
otherwise optional.

LST C N Per LSOG 3:
Required when the first
position of the REQTYP
field is "FII or "M"
Required when the first
position of the REQTYP
field is "E" and the entry is
different than the end user's
local sewing office.
Otherwise Optional.

LSO C N Per LSOG 3:
Required when the RTR field
is "C" or "D", the ACT field
is "N" or "T" and the first
position of the REQTYP
field is HD" or "E"
Prohibited when the first
position of the REQTYP
field is "Ki

TOS C R Per LSOG 3:
Required when the ACT field
is 4 sN79$(SCH,64T$93 "VH or NW"
and the first position of the
REQTYP field is CSE", "Fat or
"M" and the LTOS on the
service specific form is not
populated, otherwise
optional.

SPEC o N
NC O

I

N for Disconnects
R for all other
activity es

NCI C N for Disconnects
R for all other
activity types

CHANNEL C N Per LSOG 3:

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test
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Prohibited when the NC and
NCI fields are populated,
otherwise optional.

SEC NCI o N for Disconnects
R for all other
activity esI

RPON O C Per Qwest:
This field is required if
PG_OF_ is used and does not
begin with01. Otherwise
this field is optional. The
first LSR in the series would
have a blank RPON if the
PG_OF_ field is populated.
The subsequent LSRs would
all have the PON of the first
LSR in this RPON field.
Optional fields can also
represent related PON
without a PG_OF_.

ROAD C O Per LSOG 3:
Required when the provider
has pre-assigned a related
order number, otherwise
prohibited.

LSP AUTH O N
LSP AUTH DATE C N Per LSOG 3:

Required when the LSP
AUTH field is populated,
otherwise optional.

LSP AUTH NAME C N Per LSOG 3:
Required when the LSP
AUTH field is populated,
otherwise optional.

LSPAN 0 N
CIC O N
CUST 0 N
BILLING SECTION
BII C N Per LSOG 3:

Required when more than
one BAN field (i.e., BAN]
and BAN2) is populated,
otherwise optional.

BAN l R R
B12 C N Per LSOG 3:

Required when more than
one BAN field (i.e., BAN]
and BANK) is populated,
otherwise optional.

BAN2 C N Per LSOG 3:
Required when the BIT field
is populated, otherwise
prohibited.

BAPC N This field is not contained in

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test
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ACNA R R
EBD O N
CNO o N
NRI o N
BILLNM C N Per LSOG 3:

Required when the BAN (i.e.
BAN] or BANK) field is "n",
otherwise optional.

SBILLNM o N
TE C N Per LSOG 3:

Required when the BAN (i.e.
BAN l or BAN2) Held is "n",
otherwise optional.

EBP o N
STREET C N Per LSOG 3:

Required when the BAN (i.e.
BAN! or BANK) field is "Nu,
otherwise optional.

FLOOR 0 N
ROOM o N
CITY C N Per LSOG 3:

Required when the BAN (i.e.
BAN] orBAN2) field is "n",
otherwise optional.

STATE C N Per LSOG 3:
Required when the BAN (i.e.
BAN] or BAN2) field is "n",
otherwise optional.

ZIP CODE C N Per LSOG 3:
Required when the BAN (i.e.
BAN l or BAN2) field is "n",
otherwise optional.

BILLCON C N Per LSOG 3:
Required when the BAN (i.e.
BAN l or BAN2) field is "N",
otherwise optional.

TEL NO C N Per LSOG 3:
Required when the BAN (i.e.
BAN] or BANK) field is "n",
otherwise optional.

VTA o N
CONTACT SECTION
[NIT R R
TEL NO R R
EMAIL o o
FAX NO o o
STREET R N
FLOOR o N
ROOM/MAIL o N
CITY R N

LSOG 3. No explanation of
this field exists in the Qwest
I-Chart.

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test
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STATE
ZIP CODE R N
IMPCON O N for disconnects

R for al l  other
act iv i ty types

TEL NO C N for Disconnects
C for all other
activity types

Per LSOG 3:
Requi red when the IMPCON
field is populated, otherwise
prohibi ted.
Per Qwest:
This f ield must be populated
i f  IMPCON is  populated and
PAGER is  not  populated.  I f
PAGER is populated,  this
f ield is  prohibi ted.

P A G E R o N for Disconnects
C for al l  other
act iv i ty types

Per Qwest:
This f ield must be populated
i f  IMPCON is  populated and
TEL NO is  not  populated.  I f
TEL NO is  populated,  this
f ield is  prohibited.

ALT IMPCON O N
TEL NO C N Per LSOG 3:

Requi red when the ALT
IMPCON f ie ld is  populated,
otherwise prohibi ted.

PAGER o N
D S G C O N o N for Disconnects

C for all other
activity types

Per Qwest:
Requi red i f  RTR = D.

DRC o N for Disconnects
C for all other
activity types

Per Qwest:
Required i f  RTR = D and
FAX NO is  not  populated.  I f
FALX NO is populated then
DRC is  prohibi ted.

TEL NO o C Per Qwest:
If the RTR = D, then the TEL
NO is required.

FAX NO o N for Disconnects
C for all other
activity types

Per Qwest:
Required i f  RTR = D and
DRC is  not  populated.  I f
DRC is populated, FALX N O
is  prohibited.

EMAIL o N
S T R E E T C N Per LSOG 3:

Requi red when the DSGCON
field is populated, otherwise
opt ional .

F L O O R o N
R O O M / M A I L  S T O P 0 N
CITY C N Per LSOG 3:

Requi red when the DSGCON
field is populated, otherwise
opt ional.

R N

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test
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STATE C N Per LSOG 3:
Required when the DSGCON
field is populated, otherwise
optional.

ZIP CODE C N Per LSOG 3:
Required when the DSGCON
field is populated, otherwise
optional.

REMARKS o O for Disconnects
C for all other
activity types

Per Qwest:
Required if basic installation
with testing is requested.

If SCA = Y, then contract #
or job # is required in the
REMARKS field.

Name and TN are required in
REMARKS field if an out-
of-hours installation is
requested, or if CHC = Y,
ALBR = Y, AENG = Y, or
EXP = y.

Remarks are recommended
on all supplements and are
preferred if the SUPP = 3 to
explain the changes made on
the LSR. In the case of a
held order, use this field to
indicate that this LSR is for a
held order. Enter CDLR as a
remark if appropriate.

MANUAL IND C This field is not contained in
LS O G 3.

Per Qwest:

MANUAL IND must be set
tO Y if the REMARKS field
contains information that
must be processed manually.

PENDING ORDER 0 This field is not contained in
LSOG 3.

No explanation of this field is
given in the I-Chart.

HUNTING SECTION
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LOCNUM R N
HNUM R N
CB C N Per LSOG 3:

Required when the REQTYP
Held is "P" and the HA field
is populated, otherwise
optional.

HA C N Per LSOG 3:
Required when the HTQTY
Held is populated, otherwise
optional.

HID 0 N
TIP O N
TLI C N Per LSOG 3:

Required when the TIP field
is populated, otherwise
optional.

HNTYP C N Per LSOG 3:
Required when the HA field
is populated, otherwise
optional.

HLA C N Per LSOG 3:
Required when the HTQTY
field is populated, otherwise
optional.

HTSEQ C N Per LSOG 3:
Required when the HLA field
is populated, otherwise
optional

NOTYP C N Per LSOG 3:
Required when the HLA field
is populated, the se
optional.

HTN C N Per LSOG 3:
Required when the HLA field
is populated, otherwise
optional.
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VER 0 o
AN C N Per LSOG 3:

Required when the ATN Held
is not populated.

Required when the EAN field
on the EU form is blank or
when a new AN is required,
otherwise optional.

ATN C N Per LSOG 3:

PON R N
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DQTY C N Per LSOG 3:

Required when the DISC #
field is populated, otherwise
optional.

pG_oF_ R N
LOCATION AND ACCESS SECTION
LOCNM R R Per Qwest:

If ACT = T, the first
occurrence of the Location
and Access Section is
required. LOCNM must = l
for this occurrence. This
section is the first section
entered and this section
contains the old end-user
address (previous CKL).

The second occurrence of the
Location and Access Section
is required and LOCNM
must - 2. This section is the
second section entered and
this section contains the new
end-user address (new CKL).

If ACT = T and the above
validations are not followed:

The order is not valid and is
rejected back to the co-
provider. For all other valid
activities: the first
occurrence of the Location
and Access Section is
required and LOCNM must =
l and this section is the only
section enteredand this
section contains the new end-
user address. If ACT is valid
and the above validations are
not followed: the order is not
valid and is rejected back to
the co~provider.

NAME R R

94 a

,v¢

* s.

iV 4 ... 31
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Required when the EATN
field on the EU form is blank
or when a new ATN is
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ANV O for New Installs
and Outside Moves
N for all other
activity types

This field is not contained in
LSOG 3.

Per Qwest:

This field is required for
LOCNM2 only.

No other explanation of the
field is provided.

SAPR C N Per LSOG 3:

Optional when the SANO
field is populated, otherwise
prohibited.

SANO C C Per LSOG 3:
Optional when the SASN
field is populated, otherwise
prohibited.

Per Qwest:

Required for numbered
addresses, otherwise
prohibited.

SASF C C Per LSOG 3:

Optional when the SASN and
SANO fields are populated,
otherwise prohibited.

Per Qwest:

Optional for numbered
addresses, otherwise
prohibited. Valid only if
SANO is populated.

SASD C N Per LSOG 3;

Optional when the SASN
field is populated, otherwise
prohibited.

SASN R R Per Qwest:

If TNs were reserved for this
CCNA/PON in pre-order,
either manually or using
MA, the service address on

the LSR must match the
service address provided in
pre~order. If an invalid
address is provided, Qwest
will reject the LSR.

SATH C N Per LSOG 3:

{
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SASS C N Per LSOG 3:

Cptional when the SASN
Held is populated, otherwise
prohibited.

SADLO O N
FLOOR O O
ROOM O 0
BLDG O O
AHN N/A C THIS FIELD IS NOT

CONTAINED IN LSOG 3.

Per Qwest:

Required for unnumbered
addresses (SANO is not
populated for urmumbered
addresses), otherwise not
applicable. If the Address
Not Validated flag, ANV, is
set to Y and the address is
unnumbered, then this field is
optional.

ROUTE N/A O This field is not contained in
LSOG 3.

No explanation of this field is
provided by Qwest in the I-
Chart.

BOX N/A 0 This Held is not contained in
LSOG 3.

No explanation of this field is
provided by Qwest in the I-
Chart.

CITY R R
STATE R R
ZIP CODE R R
CALA N/A C This field is not contained in

LSOG 3.

Per Qwest:

This field is required if ZIP
CODE is not provided.

CGE&Y Comment:

IfZIP CODE field is
required, which it is per

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

Optional when the SASN
field is populated, otherwise
prohibited .
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Qwest, then Qwest's
condition for this field is not
valid.

LCON 0 R for New Installs,
Conv As Specified,
and Outside and
Inside Moves
C for Changes
N for Disconnects

Per Qwest:

This field is required when
therequest requires a
dispatch andis necessary for
all physical changes. For
ACT = T, this field is
applicable to LOCNUM (2)
only.

TEL NO. O N for Disconnects
C for all other
activity types

Per Qwest:

This field is required if
LCON is populated.

EUMI O N
ACC O N for Disconnects

C for all other
activity types

Per Qwest:

This field is required ifLSR
has Meet Me USOC
(VT6NC), or move of a drop
ofNID (NWI & NW2-for
drop wire, RWW-outside
wire work), or if ordering a
jack (IWJK-Resale form,
LSNP form, LS form, or
CRS form) or requesting a
new NID (field on Resale, LS
form, LSNP form, or CRS
form). Instructs installer for
above work.

WSOP O N
WSOP TEL no. N/A N This field is not contained in

LSOG 3.

No further explanation is
provided by Qwest for this
field in the I-Chart.

CPE MFR 0 N
CPE MOD O N
IT-ISDNBR]
T eI

O N

INSIDE WIRE SECTION
IWO O N
IW BAN O N
IWCON c N Per LSOG 3:

Required when the IWO field
is populated, otherwise
optional.

TEL no. C N Per LSOG 3:

Required when the IWCON

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test
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BILL INFORMATION SECTION
EAN C N Per LSOG 3:

Required for conversion of `
end user accounts when the
EATN field is not populated,
otherwise optional

EATN C N Per LSOG 3:

Required for conversion of
an end user account when the
EAN field is not populated,
otherwise optional

FBI O C for Conv as
Specified
N for all other
activity types

Per Qwest:
If converting entire account
from Qwest to co-provider,
and customer requests a
different address for the final
Qwest bill, use these fields.
When FBI = D, BILLNM,
STREET#, STREET NAME,
CITY, STATE, ZIP CODE
are required fields.

BILLNM C C for Conv as
Specified
N for all other
activity types

Per LSOG 3:
Required when the FBI field
is "D", otherwise optional.

Per Qwest:

If converting entire account
from Qwest to co-provider,
and customer requests a
different address for the final
Qwest bill, use these fields.
An entry is required if FBI is
present.

SBILLNM O O for Conv as
Specified
N for all other
activity types

Per Qwest:

If converting entire account
from Qwest to co-provider,
and customer requests a
different address for the final
Qwest bill, use these fields.
May be populated if
BILLNM is present.

STREET C N Per LSOG 3:

Required when the FBI Held
is "D", otherwise optional

SANO N/A C for Conv as
Specified

This field is not contained in
LSOG 3 for the EU form.

field is populated, otherwise
prohibited

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test
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N for all other
activity types Per Qwest:

Required for numbered
addresses, otherwise not
applicable. May be
populated if BILLNM is
present.

SASF N/A O for C0nv as
Specified
N for all other
activity types

This field is not contained in
LSOG 3 for the EU form.

Per Qwest:

Optional for numbered
addresses, otherwise not
applicable. May be
populated if BILLNM and
SANO are present.

SASN N/A C for Conv as
Specified
N for all other
activity types

This field is not contained in
LSOG 3 for the EU form.

Per Qwest:

If converting entire account
from Qwest to co-provider,
and customer requests a
different address for the final
Qwest bill, use these fields.
Required if BILLNM is
present.

FLOOR O O for Conv as
Specified
N for all other
activity types

Per Qwest:

If converting entire account
from Qwest to co<provider,
and customer requests a
different address for the final
Qwest bill, use these fields.
May be populated if
BILLNM is present.

ROOM O O for Conv as
Specified and
Disconnects
N for all other
activity types

Per Qwest:

If converting entire account
from Qwest to co-provider,
and customer requests a
different address for the final
Qwest bill, use these fields.
May be populated if
BILLNM is present.

CITY C C for Conv as
Specified
N for all other
activity types

Per LSOG 3:

Required when the FBI field
is "D", otherwise optional.

Per Qwest:

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test
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STATE C C for Conv as
Specified and
Disconnects
N for all other
activity types

Per LSOG 3:

Required when the FBI field
is "D", otherwise optional.

Per Qwest;

If converting entire account
from Qwest to co-provider,
and customer requests a
different address for the final
Qwest bill, use these fields.
Required if BILLNM is
present.

ZIP CODE C C for Conv as
Specified
N for all other
activity types

Per LSOG 3:

Required when the FBI field
is "D", otherwise optional.

Per Qwest:

If convening entire account
from Qwest to co-provider,
and customer requests a
different address for the final
Qwest bill, use these fields.
Required if BILLNM is
present.

BILLCON C O for Conv as
Specified
N for all other
activity types

Per LSOG 3

Required when the FBI field
is populated and/or this entry
is different from the
BILLNM field, otherwise
optional.

Per Qwest:

May be populated if
BILLNM is present.

TEL NO C C for Conv as
Specified
N for all other
activity types

Per LSOG 3:

Required when the
BILLCON field is populated,
otherwise optional.
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If converting entire account
from Qwest to co-provider,
and customer requests a
different address for the final
Qwest bill, use these fields.
Required MBILLNM is
present.
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SSN 0 N
D/SCONNECT SECT/ON

DNUM R N
DISC # O N
TER O N
TC OPT O N
TCTO PRI C N Per LSOG 3:

Required when the TC OPT
field is not ¢ Nn7 otherwise
optional.

TCID N/A
N

This field is not contained in
LSOG 3.

No further explanation of this
field is given in the Qwest I-
Chart.

TC NAME N/A N This field is not contained in
LSOG 3.

No further explanation of this
field is given in the Qwest I-
Chart.

SECONDARY TRANSFER OF CALLS Section
TCTO SEC O N
TCID C N Per LSOG 3:

Required when split transfer
of calls is requested,
otherwise prohibited.

TC NAME C N Per LSOG 3:

Required when split transfer
of calls is requested in the TC
OPT field, otherwise
prohibited.

TC PER C N Per LSOG 3:

Optional when the TC TO
field is populated, otherwise
prohibited.

REMARKS SECTION
REMARKS 0 0
MANUAL IND N/A C This Held is not contained in

LsoG~3.

Per Qwest:

MANUAL IND must be set

9"'~ £ii8Quasar
Per Qwest:

If BILLCON is provided, this
entry must have a telephone
number.

Final Reporl of the Qwest OSS Test
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to Y by the co-provider if the
REMARKS, field contains
information that must be
processed manually,

MANUAL IND in N or
blank if the REMARKS field
does not require manual
processing. MANUAL IND
is an optional field with a
default. BLANK is the EDI
default.

6 ; ' Q
VER O N
AN C N Per LSOG 3:

Required when the ATN field
is not populated.
Required when the EAN field
on the EU Form is blank or
when a new AN is required.

ATN C N Per LSOG 3 :
Required when the AN field
is not populated
Required when the EATN
field on the EU Form is blank
or when a new ATN is
required.

LQTY R R Per Qwest:

Must match the number of
LNUMs.

pG_oF_ R N
SERVICE DETAILS SECTION

LOCNM R N
LNUM R R Per Qwest:

This entry should be
sequentially numbered.
LNUM must be unique
within a single request/PON
and sequential starting with
0001 .

LNA R R Per Qwest:

This entry identifies the
activity involved at the line
entry level. The ACT entry
mirrors the LNA entry except

PON R N

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test
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CKR O 0
TSP O N for Disconnects

O for all other
activity types

SAN O C Per Qwest:

Required if the first character
ofTOS = 3. Co-provider is
responsible for tracking.

ECCKT C N for New Installs
C for Conv. As
Speci19ed
N for all other
activity types

Per Qwest:

This entry is required on all
orders after Qwest makes the
initial assignment.

If ACT = V this entry is not
applicable when converting
from Qwest or resale to
Unbundled Loop .

This entry is required if
converting Unbundled Loop
from one co-provider to
another.

Per LSOG 3:

Required when the LNA field
on the LS Form is LLCM, €4D77'

7 "Tn or CERN, otherwise
optional.

CFA C N for Disconnects
C for all other
activity types

Per Qwest:

Either APOT on the LSR
form or CFA is required on
all activity types except ACT
= D. If an entry appears in
this field, then the APOT
field on the LSR form must
be blank. If no entry appears
in this field, then an entry is
required in the APOT field
on the LSR form.

Per LSOG 3:

Required when utilizing Hi-
Cap facilities and the

WW W

st
when a conversion is
requested. When converting
at the account level, the LNA
can be equal to D or V.

When ACT = T, LNA = T
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customer has assignment
control, otherwise optional.

SYSTEM ID C N Per LSOG 3:

Required when the customer
has assignment control in a
collocation arrangement,
otherwise optional.

CABLE ID C N Per LSOG 3:

Required when the customer
has assignment control in a
collocation arrangement,
otherwise optional.

SHELF C N Per LSOG 3:

Required when the customer
has assignment control in a
collocation arrangement,
otherwise optional.

SLOT C N Per LSOG 3:

Required when the customer
has assignment control in a
collocation arrangement,
otherwise optional.

RELAY RACK C N Per LSOG 3:

Required when the customer
has assignment control in a
collocation arrangement,
otherwise optional.

CHAN/PAIR C N Per LSOG 3:

Required when the customer
has assignment control in a
collocation arrangement,
otherwise optional.

JK CODE C N Per LSOG 3:

Required when the JR field is
populated, otherwise
prohibited.

JKNUM C N Per LSOG 3:

Required when the JK CODE
field is populated, otherwise
optional.

JK POS C N Per LSOG 3:

Required when the JK CODE
field is populated, otherwise
optional.

JR 0 N

Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test
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NIDR 0 N for Disconnects
0 for all other
activity types

Per Qwest:

The NIDR is a Y if a NID is
requested, When the LNA =
D, NIDR is not applicable.

1wJK C N for Disconnects
O for all other
activity types

Per LSOG 3:

Required when the IWJQ
field is populated, otherwise
prohibited.

Per Qwest:

Valid only in states where co-
provider has negotiated
inside wiring. This entry is
not applicable when LNA =
D.

IWJQ C N for Disconnects
C for all other
activity types

Per LSOG 3:

Required when the IWJK
field is populated, otherwise
prohibited.

Per Qwest:

Same instructions as in
LSOG 3.

DISCONNECT SECT/ON
AENG O

I

N for Disconnects
O for all other
activity es

ALBR O N for Disconnects
O for all other
activity types

SCA 0

I

N for Disconnects
O for all other
activity es

AGAUTH C

I

R for New Installs
and Conv As
Specified
N for all other
activity es

Per LSOG 3:
Required when the customer
is acting as an end user agent,
otherwise optional.

DATED C R for New Installs
and Conv As
Specified
N for all other
activity t es

Per LSOG 3:
Required when the
AGAUTH field is "Yu,
otherwise optional

AUTHNM O O for New Installs
and Conv As
Specified
N for all other
activity types

I

PORTTYP C N Per LSOG 3:
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ACTL C N Per LSOG 3:
Prohibited when the first
position of the REQTYP
field is "D", "E", "G", "H" or
"J", otherwise optional

AI C N Per LSOG 3:
Required when the APOT
field is populated, otherwise
prohibited

APOT C N for Disconnects
C for all other
activity types

Per Qwest:
Either the APOT or CFA on
the LSR form is required on
all activity types except D. If
an entry appears in this field,
then the CFA field on the
LSR font must be blank. If
no entry appears in this field,
then an entry is required in
the CFA field.

Per LSOG 3:
Required when the ACTL
field does not identify the
specific physical termination
point of the service,
otherwise optional.

LST C N Per LSOG 3:
Required when the first
position of the REQTYP
field is "F" or "m"
Required when the first
position of the REQTYP
field is "E" and the entry is
different than the end user's
local sewing office,
otherwise optional.

LSO C N Per LSOG 3:
Required when the RTR field
is "c" or "D", the ACT field
is "N" or "T" and the first
position of the REQTYP
field is HDI! Or "E"
Prohibited when the first
position of the REQTYP
field is NK".

TOS C R Per LSOG 3:
Required when the ACT field
is (END, NCY7! corn' "Vu or "Wax
and the first position of the
REQTYP field is "E", 'fF" or

m,
.  A » mm888 ;~ ,

>, u- '» l ,Go. ,=..» l;.={,i4>iW4f ° n

Required when the first
position of the REQTYP
field is "F" or "M", otherwise
prohibited.
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"M" and the LTOS on the
service specific form is not
populated, otherwise
optional.

SPEC 0 N
NC o N for Disconnects

R for all other
activity types

NCI C

I

N for Disconnects
R for all other
activity t es

CHANNEL C N Per LSOG 31
Prohibited when the NC and
NCI fields are populated,
otherwise optional.

SEC NCI O N for Disconnects
R for all other
activity types

RPON O C Per Qwest:
This field is required if
PG_OF_ is used and does not
begin with 01, Otherwise
this field is optional. The
first LSR in the series would
have a blank RPON if the
PG_OF_ field is populated.
The subsequent LSRs would
all have the PON of the first
LSR in this RPON field.
Optional fields can also
represent related PON
without a PG_OF_.

RORD C 0 Per LSOG 3:
Required when the provider
has pre-assigned a related
order number, otherwise
prohibited,

LSP AUTH 0 N
LSP AUTH DATE C N Per LSOG 3 :

Required when the LSP
AUTH field is populated,
otherwise optional.

LSP AUTH NAME C N Per LSOG 3 :
Required when the LSP
AUTH field ispopulated,
otherwise optional.

LSPAN 0 N
CIC O N
CUST 0 N
BILLING SECTION
B11 C N Per LSOG 3:

Required when more than
one BAN field (i.e., BAN]
and BANK) is populated,
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BAN l R R
B12 C N Per LSOG 3:

Required when more than
one BAN field (i.e., BAN]
and BANK) is populated,
otherwise optional.

BANK C N Per LSOG 3:
Required when the BIT field
is populated, otherwise
prohibited.

BAPC N This field is not contained in
LSOG 3. No explanation of
this field exists in the Qwest
I-Chart.

ACNA R R
EBD O N
CNO O N
NRI O N
BILLNM C N Per LSOG 3:

Required when the BAN (i.e.
BAN] of' BANK) field is "NH,
otherwise optional.

SBILLNM 0 N
TE C N Per LSOG 3:

Required when the BAN (i.e.
BAN] or BANK) field is "n",
otherwise optional.

EBP O N
STREET C N Per LSOG 3:

Required when the BAN (i.e.
BAN l or BAN2) field is "n",
otherwise optional.

FLOOR O N
ROOM O N
CITY C N Per LSOG 3:

Required when the BAN (i.e.
BAN] or BANK) field is "n",
otherwise optional.

STATE C N Per LSOG 3:
Required when the BAN (i.e.
BAN] or BANK) Held is "n",
otherwise optional.

ZIP CODE C N Per LSOG 3:
Required when the BAN (i.e.
BANl or BANK) field is "Nu,
otherwise optional.

BILLCON C N Per LSOG 3:
Required when the BAN (i.e.
BAN] or BANK) field is "NN,
otherWise optional.

TEL NO C N Per LSOG 3:
Required when the BAN (i.e.
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BANl or BAN2) field is "n",
otherwise optional.

VTA 0 N
CONTACT SECTION
INIT R R
TELNO R R
EMAIL o o
FAX NO o o
STREET R N
FLOOR o N
ROOM/MAIL 0 N
CITY R N
STATE R N
ZIP CODE R N
IMPCON o N for disconnects

R for al l  other
act iv ity types

TEL NO C N for Disconnects
C for al l  other
act iv ity types

Per LSOG 3:
Requi red when the IMPCON
field is populated, otherwise
prohibi ted.

Per Qwest:
This f ield must be populated
i f  IMPCON is  populated and
PAGER is  not  populated.  I f
PAGER is populated, this
f ield is  prohibited.

P A G E R O N for Disconnects
C for al l  other
act iv ity types

Per Qwest:
This f ield must be populated
i f  IMPCON is  populated and
TEL NO is  not  populated.  I f
TEL NO is  populated,  this
f ield is  prohibited.

ALT IMPCON 0 N
TEL NO C N Per LSOG 3:

Requi red when the ALT
IMPCON f ie ld is  populated,
otherwise prohibi ted.

P A G E R o N
D S G C O N o N for Disconnects

C for all other
activity types

Per Qwest:
Requi red i f  RTR = D.

DRC o N for Disconnects
C for al l  other
act iv ity types

Per Qwest:
Required i f  RTR = D and
FAX NO is  not  populated.  I f
FAX NO is  populated then
DRC is  prohibi ted.

TEL NO O c Per Qwest:
I f  the RTR = D,  then the TEL
NO is  required.

FAX NO 0 N for Disconnects
C for all other

Per Qwest:
Required i f  RTR = D and
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EMAIL O N
STREET C N Per LSOG 3:

Required when the DSGCON
field is populated, otherwise
optional.

FLOOR O N
ROOM/MAIL STOP O N
CITY C N Per LSOG 3:

Required when the DSGCON
Held is populated, otherwise
optional,

STATE C N Per LSOG 3:
Required when the DSGCON
Held is populated, otherwise
optional.

ZIP CODE C N Per LSOG 3:
Required when the DSGCON
field is populated, otherwise
optional.

REMARKS o O for Disconnects
C for all other
activity types

Per Qwest:
Required if basic installation
with testing is requested.

If SCA = Y, then contract #
or job # is required in the
REMARKS field.

Name and TN are required in
REMARKS field if an out-
of~hours installation is
requested, or if CHC = Y,
ALBR = Y, AENG = Y, or
EXP = Y.

Remarks are recommended
on all supplements and are
preferred if the SUPP = 3 to
explain the changes made on
the LSR. In the case of a
held order, use this field to
indicate that this LSR is for a
held order. Enter CDLR as a
remark if appropriate.

MANUAL IND N/A C This field is not contained in
LSOG 3.

Per Qwest:

MANUAL IND must be set
to Y if the REMARKS field
contains information that

I. _.
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activity types DRC is not populated. If
DRC is populated, FAX NO
is prohibited.
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PENDING ORDER N/A o This field is not contained in
LSOG 3.

No explanation of this field is
given in the I-Chart.

HUNTING SECTION
LOCNUM R N
HNUM R N
CB C N Per LSOG 3:

Required when the REQTYP
field is "P" and the HA field
is populated, otheWse
optional.

HA C N Per LSOG 3:
Required when the HTQTY
field is populated, otherwise
optional.

HID o N
TIP O N
TLI C N Per LSOG 3:

Required when the TIP field
is populated, otherwise
optional.

HNTYP C N Per LSOG 3:
Required when the HA field
is populated, otherwise
optional.

HLA C N Per LSOG 3 :
Required when the HTQTY
Held is populated, otherwise
optional.

HTSEQ C N Per LSOG 3:
Required when the HLA field
is populated, otherwise
optional.

NOTYP C N Per LSOG 3:
Required when the HLA Held
is populated, otherwise
optional.

HTN C N Per LSOG 3:
Required when the HLA field
is populated, otherwise
optional.

) s S'8'§'fW
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must be processed manually.
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Document Control Sheet

Proprietary Notice

The information contained in this Performance Indicator Definitions (PID) Data Element Summary Report
constitutes a trade secret and/or information that are commercial or financial and confidential or privileged;
prior to the Report's release by the Arizona COrporation Commission. This restriction does not limit the right
to use or disclose this information if obtained from another source without restriction. Hewlett-Packard
Consulting and Cap Gemini Ernst & Young make no warranties, guarantees or commitments to any party with
regard to the information disclosed herein.
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1 PID Data Element Summary Report

1.1 Background

This report is intended to satisfy an Arizona Test Advisory Group (TAG)
request for detailed information on all data elements required to produce
performance measurement results in compliance with the Arizona §271
Service Performance Indicator Definitions, version 6.3 (PID 6.3). The second
part of this request is to identify which of these elements are available to a
Competitive Local Exchange Carrier (CLEC) via information returned from
Qwest through the gateway notifiers, which were reconciled to the
corresponding element in the Qwest adhoc dataset. In addition, other critical
data elements that were captured by the Pseudo-CLEC through its day-to-day
operations are identified within this report along with the means by which the
element was verified or compared to the corresponding Qwest adhoc element.
Finally, all other data required to produce performance measures results that
comply with the PID are identified and designated as available only through
the Qwest adhoc data. Any validation of these elements was performed
outside the functionality test. This section of the report provides the
background information from which this request originates.

This document has been prepared at the request of the Arizona Corporation
Commission (ACC) and its consultant, Doherty Company Incorporated
(DCI). This request was generated in response to a requirement contained
within Section 7.3.4 of the Arizona §27l Test Standards Document (TSD)
that the Test Administrator (TA) perform an independent calculation of the
functionality test measures designated in Appendix C of the Arizona §27 l
Master Test Plan (MTP) using Functionality Test Data provided by the
Pseudo-CLEC. Results obtained from this data would then be used to
compare against the TA's independent calculation of the same measures using
raw data provided by Qwest (adhoc data). All functionality test measures had
successfully passed the Pe§omance Measurement Audit (PMA) prior to
commencementof the OSS test ensuring that Qwest was properly gathering
the data, applying business rules and accurately calculating the measures. The
start of the functionality test was delayed six months in order to ensure the
accuracy of Qwest's performance measurement reporting for these
functionality performance measures. The purpose of this TSD requirement is
to validate that Qwest's adhoc dataset contains all records submitted by the
Pseudo-CLEC and only those records and that the data elements capered by
Qwest's source systems used to calculate these performance measures are
actually what is experienced and could be recorded by a CLEC.

Given that Qwest does not provide and a CLEC cannot independently gather
all the data elements necessary to produce results as defined by the Arizona

Version 6.0
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§271 PID 6.3, CGE&Y considered two options for satisfying this TSD
requirement. These two options were as follows:

(a) Use independently gathered Functionality TeSt Data to calculate
aggregated measures, ignoring PID definitions, business rules and
exclusions while calculating the same measure with the Qwest adhoc
data. ,

(b) Calculate PID compliant measures using the Qwest adhoc data.
Reconcile all data elements captured by the Pseudo-CLEC through the
gateway notifiers with the Qwest adhoc data to ensure all records are
captured and that the adhoc data does not contain any additional records.
All discrepancies will be noted using the Incident Work Order (IWO)
process described in Appendix I of the TSD. CGE&Y will then replace
data elements in the adhoc data with discrepant Pseudo-CLEC data
element and recalculate the measure.

It was the opinion of Cap Gemini Telecom Media & Networks U.S., Inc.
(hereinafter "CGE&Y") that, although both methods satisfied the TSD
requirement, method (a) only produced results from two different data sets,
providing no explanation for any differences that may occur. Even though
there is no requirement to justify different results, CGE&Y believed that
method (b) was the more efficient, complete and thorough alternative and
could also be used to make a determination as to the level of performance
Qwest provided the Pseudo-CLEC during the test. The method CGF&Y
chose waste calculate PID compliant measures with the Qwest adhoc data
using the processes described and validated in the Final PMA Report. These .
results are published in Section 2.5 of the Operations Support Systems (OSS)
Final Report. This allowed for timely issuance of IWis for functionality test
performance that did not meet parity or benchmark requirements. CGE&Y
then proceeded to comparethe Functionality Test Data to the adhoc data.
IWis were issued for all discrepancies, which led to an investigation and
resolution. This process is documented in CGE&Y's Data Reconciliation
Report, which supplements Section 2.5 and is contained within Appendix L of
the OSS Final Report. When material differences could not be explained, the
adhoc data element was replaced with the Pseudo-CLEC data element and a .
new calculation was made thereby producing results using the Functionality
Test Data. Both sets of results are presented in Section 2.5 of the OSS Final
Report..

The CGE&Y Statistical and Performance Measurement Audit Teams believe
that this method meets the criteria defined in the TSD and is the most
effective in identifying, investigating and resolving data discrepancies.
Calculating PID compliant measures using the Pseudo-CLEC data and

Version 6.0
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Qwest's adhoc data for the missing data elements results in the independent
calculation required by the TSD. CGE&Y's asserts that the data
reconciliation approach accomplishes the following goals:

Meets the criteria defined in the TSD by providing an independent
evaluation of the. Qwest adhoc data and the Pseudo-CLEC collected data

4

r

O

9

Provides IWis for measures that did not meet the required performance
standard or benchmark to the TAG in a timely manner

Evaluates the accuracy and completeness of the source data used by
Qwest in producing monthly performance measurement results

Provides IWis where discrepancies exist between the two data sources
for investigation, explanation and resolution

However, this method raised questions from the Arizona Test Advisory Group
(TAG) concerning why the PID measures could not be calculated from the
Pseudo-CLEC test data. In an effort to support its position, CGE&Y
produced a matrix of all disaggregated measures listed in Appendix C of the
MTP along with one data element required for calculating the measure that
Qwest did not supply to the Pseudo-CLEC and does not supply CLECs in the
normal course of business. This comprehensive report originates as a result of
that original matrix and a recommendation in CGE&Y's Final Report that
Qwest provide More detail to competitors concerning performance
measurement data.

1.2 Purpose
The commission has requested CGE&Y to work with Hewlett-Packard
Consulting (HP) to produce a more complete matrix containing all data
elements that are required to produce PID compliant disaggregated results and
specifically note which elements are not provided by Qwest to the CLEC or
independently gathered by the CLEC. The purpose of this task is to validate
the method CGE&Y used to satisfy the requirements of Section 7.3.4 of the
TSD. This request consists of the following:

J Provide a list of the data elements firm the Qwest adhoc data required
to calculate the performance measures as defined in the PID 6.3 and
included in Appendix C of the MTP to HP and the ACC.

J HP will compare this list to the set of data elements obtained by the
Pseudo~CLEC during the functionality test from the gateway notifiers
to determine the missing elements.

Version 6.0 5
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J A determination will then be made as to whether the missing element
was independently gathered by the Pseudo-CLEC from a source other
than the notifiers and verified with the Qwest adhoc by a means other
than the data reconciliation process.

A determination will be made as to which PID 6.3 measures, if any,
can be calculated independently with Pseudo-CLEC data.

J Any new data element identified as captured by the Pseudo-CLEC will
be reconciled with the Qwest adhoc data and CGE&Y's Data
Reconciliation Report will be updated accordingly.

J
l

Additional discrepancies found from newly identified data elements
will be documented through the IWO process.

J Section 2.5 of the OSS Final Report will be updated as required.

1 . 3  Scope

The scope of this document is to provide an in-depth analysis of the
availability of data elements required by CGE&Y to calculate the PID 6.3
measurements. The analysis specifically examined HP databases and manual
paper records (e-mail and fax) for existence of the data elements identified in
Appendix A - Missing Functionality Data Elements HP Spreadsheet provided
by CGE&Y.

Finally, this document provides findings gathered from the analysis that was
performed. These findings are presented in an objective manner supported by
the TA's and HP's practical §27l experience. ,

1.4

The processes used for this request are as follows:

Pr ocess

Task 1 :

Provide a list of all required data elements used for the measure calculations
defined in section 2.5 of the Arizona §27 l functionality report.

Process:

Based on the information contained in the Qwest adhoc and the
required elements from the CGE&Y code, construct a spreadsheet with
specific elements required from the Pseudo-CLEC to calculate the PID
6.3 measures sub-measures and benchmarks contained in Appendix
"Cm of the MTP.

Task 2:

Version 6.0 6
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Compare list tO the set of data elements gathered by the Pseudo-CLEC from
Qwest's gateway notifiers during the functionality test to determine the
missing elements.

Process:

HP will take the identified elements and compare it to all captured
information from Qwest's gateway notifiers stored in their systems .

Task 3:

From the list of the missing elements, determine whether the Pseudo-CLEC
was able to capture the required information or a reasonable alternative
independently as a result of test activities.

Proeess:

r

HP and CGE&Y will work jointly to detennine whether the
remaining elements required to calculate PID 6.3 measure results
were obtained independently as a result of testing. The result of this
comparison will determine what data elements required to calculate
PID 6.3 measures are independently collected by the Pseudo-CLEC
to make an ultimate decision of whether these measures can be
calculated solely from the Pseudo-CLEC data.

Task 4:

Reconcile any new data elements identified from Pseudo-CLEC with the
Qwest adhoc.

Process:

CGE&Y will collect all data from HP not previously collected and
compare each data element to the corresponding Qwest adhoc data
field. CGE&Y will update the Data Reconciliation Report with all
findings.

Task 5:

Prepare IWis as appropriate and forward to Qwest for investigation.

Process:

l

Any new discrepancies identified as a result of Task 4 will be
documented using the IWO process and forwarded to the TAG for
Qwest's investigation and response.

Task 6:

Update Section 2.5 of the OSS Final Report.

Process:

CGE&Y will update Section 2.5 of the OSS Final Report to reflect
any discrepancies that are not satisfactorily explained In addition,
any measure found to contain all required data elements will be

Version 6.0 7
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calculated solely from the Functionality Test Data and Section 2.5 of
the OSS Final Report will be updated accordingly.

1.5 Findings

HP reviewed approximately 326 of the 375 data elements contained in Appendix
A - Missing Functionality Data Elements HP Spreadsheet provided by CGE&Y.
The spreadsheet is constructed in accordance with the data source required to
calculate the measure.

Before the data source is identified:

•

•

Data Source or PID MeasUrement Code (Column 1) contains the data
source (CRM, RSOR, etc.) and Description (Column 2) reflects all the
measures calculated using that data source (e.g., CRM is the data source used
to calculate PO-2 through PO-5).

Incorporate Information from Following Other Rows (Column 3)
indicates which elements, exclusions, etc. should be incorporated (e.g.,
incorporate all elements listed above for CRM).

• Required Data Elements / Exclusions (Column 4) lists the Qwest adhoc data
elements required to calculate the measures from that data source and
Element Description / Notes (Column 5) displays the accompanying
description.

• Corresponding Pseudo-CLEC Data Element (Column 6) contains the
definition of the corresponding Pseudo-CLEC data element. The presence of
a "Y" in Pseudo-CLEC Data Available via the Gateway Notifiers (Column
7) indicates that the data element was provided to HP via the gateway
notifiers.

• Pseudo-CLEC Data Available via Other Means (Column 8) will display a
"Y" to reflect that the required data element was captured as part of the
functionality test and verified independently of the Qwest adhoc data. An
explanation of this independent verification is found in the last HP/CGE&Y
Comments... column (Column 10).

• Data Available Qwest Adhoc Only (Column 9) will contain a "Y" to show
those data elements available solely through the Qwest adhoc data. No
independent verification from the functionality test was possible.

Once the data source is identified:

• Data Source or PID Measurement Code (Column 1) lists each individual
performance measurement and Description (Column 2) contains a description
of that particular measure. ,

Version 6.0 8
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• Incorporate Information from Following Other Rows (Column 3) refers
the reader to any other data elements, in addition to those listed that would be
necessary to calculate the measure in accordance with the PID.

• The remaining columns serve the same purpose as describe above for the data
source.

One important note: For those data elements that were not available to HP via
information returned from the gateway notifiers, CGE&Y looked at any other
data independently gathered by the Pseudo-CLEC or a close alternative (e.g., the
use of LSR submit time as opposed to Qwest's LSR receipt time or application
date) to make a comparison to the Qwest adhoc data element. This explanation
is documented in the last column under each data element shown as not received
through the gateway (i.e., the "...Other Means" column is valued with a 'Y')_
Those data elements obtained solely from the Qwest adhoc because the
corresponding element was not obtained by HP as a result of testing, are also
noted and readily identified by a 'Y' (yes) in the "Data Available Qwest Adhoc
Only" column.

The HP findings are as follows:

4 HP's initial assessment revealed that there were 49 data elements shown by
CGE&Y to be not applicable to this exercise. There were 140 data elements
available through the gateway notifiers (data value = Y in column 7 of
Appendix A) for PID measurement calculation by the TA. There were 88
other data elements that were available to the TA through the functionality
test (data value = Y in column 8 of Appendix A). There were 137 data
elements that are not available (data value = Y in column 9 of Appendix A) of
which the TA had to rely solely on the Qwest adhoc data for perfonning PID
calculations.

4 HP provided the TA with all data elements identified by CGE&Y, which were
documented in the HP/CGE&Y Interface Requirements document (sign off
was obtained from CGE&Y and HP).

4 The joint review between CGE&Y and HP clarified issues that affect the total
number of data elements that are available to the TA.

CGE&Y, in concert with HP, have reviewed Hp's findings reflected in Appendix A
Missing Functionality Data Elements HP Spreadsheet to this document and have
come to the following conclusions:

4 Of the 137 data elements where the Qwest adhoc is reflected as the sole
source, thirty-five of these were due to data not received by the Pseudo-CLEC
because of unplanned troubles. These are noted in Appendix A as Y-UP for
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These 16 data elements are:

Cl

Cl

EL
Q
E l
El
E l

\

El

Cl

"unplanned troubles" and "planned troubles" are noted as Y-P. Eliminating
these unplanned troubles and taking into account duplication, there are
actually only 16 data elements that were not captured by the Pseudo-CLEC.

Flow through indicator
Reason for a missed appointment (PMA)
Time an order is completed in WFA (Date was validated but actual time
came solely from the adhoc)
Dispatch of technician (PMA)
Designedservice in high or low density area (PMA)
Non-Designed service in MSA (PMA)
Due date change due to facility reasons or not
Application date (compared against Pseudo-CLEC LSR submit time and
Pseudo-CLEC captured FOC time in FTRC)
Trouble received date and time (compared against Pseudo-CLEC trouble
submitted time in FTRC)
Trouble cleared date and time (compared against Pseudo-CLEC trouble
cleared time in FTRC)
Designed services cleared time
Time taken for no access delays for Designed services
Was a trouble ticket not submitted by the Pseudo-CLEC
Was a trouble ticket system generated
Was a trouble ticket opened by a technician for internal use
Inventory of lines / circuits installed at the endow each calendar month
by product (PMA)

E l
c l
U
E l
U
U

\

Four of these 16 data elements will be verified through CGE&Y's
independent calculation of functionality test measures that will be provided in
the Functionality Test Results Comparison Report (FTRC) leaving only 12
data elements not validated by the TA through the functionality test. CGE&Y
notes however, that the PMA validated many of these remaining data
elements.

9 PID 6.3 Billing measures, OP-7 and OP-13 can be calculated independently
using the Pseudo-CLEC captured data. This is reflected in SeCtion 2.5 of the
OSS Test Final Report.

0 Qwest does not provide a CLEC with at least one of the data elements
required to produce performance measurement results for the Functionality
Test Measures (exclusive of the Billing measures, OP-7 and OP-13) as they
are described and audited in the Final PMA Report.

Q As a result of this effort, data elements have been identified that were
provided or can be obtained by the Pseudo-CLEC and used to reconcile with

Version 6.0
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the corresponding QweSt adhoc data element. These data elements are listed
in Appendix A to this report .

Tasks l through 3 described under Section 1.4 of this report have been completed.
However, as a result of this joint effort, the TA has identified several critical data
elements or a reasonable alternative (i.e., LSR submitted times observed by the
Pseudo-CLEC could be used as a substitute for the PID required application date
in calculating OP-4) that was gathered by the Pseudo-CLEC as part of testing but
was not included as part of the data reconciliation process. Based on this finding,
CGE&Y will develop measures that will utilize the Pseudo-CLEC collected data
to perform independent calculations in order to compare with results generated by
using the adhoc data to calculate the same measure. CGE&Y will produce a
separate report where these aggregated measure results will be presented for both
the Pseudo-CLEC data and Qwest adhoc data in order to validate these other key
data elements. Tasks 4 through 6 described in Section 0 of this report will be
completed and documented in CGE&Y's Functionality Test Results Comparison
(FTRC) Report.

Version 6.0
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ACC Arizona Corporation Commission

CGE&Y Cap Gemini Telecom, Media & Networks U.S., Inc.

CLEC Competitive Local Exchange Carrier

DCI Doherty Company Incorporated

HP Hewlett-Packard Consulting

IWO Incident Work Order

MTP Master Test Plan

OSS Operations Support Systems

PID Performance Indicator Definitions

PMA Performance Measurement Audit

TA Test Administrator

TAG Test Advisory Group

TSD Test Standards Document
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PID Data Element Summary

Appendix B - Glossary
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